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ABSTRACT

This report describes an 18-month evaluation study of ERIC

products and services by a team of faculty and graduate students

at Indiana University. Data gathering and analysis of use and user

reacti n were undertaken on a large scale, with principal reliance

on five questionnaires directed to ERIC users in representative

educational communities. Data from samples, which produced

approximately 2,500 returned questionnaires, were supplemented by

descriptive and recorded data, site interviews, and expert opinion

f advisory panels.

Users judged the ERIC system as a whole very favorably. Nine

of ten individual users reported that they obtained informatior from

ERIC products and services which they probably would not have found

otherwise. The findings call attentioa to conditions, trends and

issues concerning use and user reactions to ERIC products and services.

They attempt to evaluate the extent to which ERIC has met its goal of

guaranteeing ready access to the nation's current significant literature

in the field of education. Deficiencies and we knesses are identified

and recommendations are made for needed improvements and corrective

action.

The report is prepared in four volumes including an appendix

volume of supplementary and parallel tables. Additionally, a summary

volume, comprising the first two chapters covering tha Introduction

and the Summary of Findings and Recommendations, was issued separately.
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PREFACE

Although the literature of the evaluation of document-information
transfer systems is voluminous, few evaluations of such systems or services,
operational or experimental, have actually been conducted. Evaluation
implies quantification but in the field of document-information services
there has been a continuing lack of consensus concerning what to measure,
how to measure, and how to interpret the results.

It is important to distinguish between evaluation of an operating
rettieval system such as the Medical Literature Analysis and Retrieval
System (MEDLARS), which is essentially an analytical and diagnostic
procedure, and evaluation of ERIC products and services, which employs
survey techniques to measure use and user reaction.

The results of this evaluation study are set forth in the four volumes
of the final report, the first three of which include the analysis and
core data collected. The fourth volume contains supplementary and parallel
tables keyed to chapters of the report. Additionally, a summary volume has
been issued separately comprising the first two chapters, which cover the
Introduction and the Summary of Findings and the Recommendations.

The conduct of such a survey and the genesis of a report of this broad
subject necessarily required the help and contributions of a large number
of individuals, faculty and graduate students, of the Graduate Library
School, the Shool of Education, and other departments of Indiana University,
including tbe Institute for Research in Public Safety which provided
assistance in the latter stages of the study.

Although the preparation of the report was primarily the responsibility
of the principal investigator, it reflects work carried out by the entire
project team. The team included Bernard M. Fry, principal investigator,
Alice R. Jwaideh and Margaret I. Rufsvold, co-principal investigators,
Donald J. Cunningham, associate investigator; Miles A. Libbey, James Huber,
and Carolyn Mullins. They were assisted by Janet Elkins, who handled the
complex operations of the project office most responsively and ensured order
and timeliness in the massive flow of paper emanating from and received by
the study team.

Also to be thanked are the graduate students who participated in various
parts of the study: Kenneth Brown, Robin Dalton, Marge) Marsh, Grace Moser,
Michael Ormiston, and John Wendt.

The study also benefited greatly from consulting assistancs of a number
of education specialists and other key individuals in the field who made
significant contributions to the design and conduct of the study and helped
in improving early drafts of the report. They included: Roger C. Farr,
William P. Gephart, Donald M. Goldenbaum, Carolyn Cuss, John Hemmeter,
William Kuvlesky, Robert R. Lange, William Loadman, Martha L. Manheimer,
Keith W. Mielke, James R. Sanders, Edward G. Summers.
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We are also,iudebted to the twelve educators, librarians, and
information center managers who composed the two advisory panels for
this study, and whose frank comments and criticisms are reflected in
the summary of their recommendations in Volume III. (Chapter 1 of
Volume III lists the members of the ERIC Study Advisory Panels and
indicates the nature of their interaction with the study team.)

Our thanks also go to Patricia Sullivan of the Division of
Information Resources, Office of Education, for her continuous efforts
throughout the entire study to furnish requested information and materials
and to facilitate the progress of the study. And last, but by no means
least, we ate grateful for the patient and effective work of Marjorie
Shepley in the office of the principal investigator for the editing and
preparation of the several drafts of the report.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC) is a national
education information system established by the U.S. Office of Education,
National Center for Educational Communication (NCEC). As a major component,
ERIC supports NCEC's mission to accelerate nationwide use of successful
educational practices and research-based instructional materials. Now
in its fifth year of operation, ERIC has evolved as a major, comprehensive,
national document transfer and information system.

The overall goal of the ERIC program Is to furnish ready access te
the nation's current significant knowledge that can be used in developing
more effective educational programs. ERIC allows any educator or person
interested in any aspect of educational development to identify and obtain
quickly reports of exemplary programs, research results, and evaluation
studies in his specific area of interest from thousands of selected docu-
ments that otherwise would have been impossible for any single organization
or person to locate.

Through a network of nineteen specialized centers, or clea inghouses,
each of which is responsible for a particular educational area the in-
formation is monitored, acquired, evaluated, abstracted, indexed, listed,
and made available through a variety of ERIC products and services. These
reference publications and services thus provide access to reports of
innovative programs and the most significant efforts in educational research.
The ERIC system is capable of making a major contribution to practitioners
and researchers alike in terms of helping them to develop a continuously
regenerative system.

Students, teachers, researchers, board members, advisory groups, and
administrators continually function without adequate benefit of pertinent
findings -- perhaps mostly because of lack of time to "review the literature.
Pertinent information concerning the results of research, development,
experimentation and evaluation is available in myriad publications of all
kinds; however, the typical educator-user cannot hope to find time to collect
and analyze such numerous and diverse sources of information directly.
His only hope is to rely upon systematic collection and dissemination
programs such as ERIC.

The purpose of this study was to examine the use made of ERIC products
and services by members of the educational community, and in this context
to evaluate the extent to which the ERIC system is achieving its objectives.
The initial objectives set for the ERIC program were:

*to make significant, but previously unavailable P. & D reports
easily and readily available to educators
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*to interpret and summarize results in waYs that educational
practitioners and decision-makers can use them

help strengthen existng educational communication channels
for putting R & D results to use

become an important base for developing a national education
information network

In the five years since its establishment, the multi-faceted
document and information functions of ERIC have contributed importantly to
an evolving national education information network, upon which new commun-
ication programs are being developed.

This study has focused on evaluation of products and services and
has not undertaken to assess program concerns of ERIC not directly related
to products and services.

Specifically, the study has attempted to provide information on the
following questions:

1) The extent to which educators actually use the various ERIC
services and products. In addition to investigating the frequency of use
of the various services, an attempt was also made to examine the patterns
of use.

2) The purposes for which ERIC services and products are used (e.g.,
to keep abreast in a field, assignments and term papers; curriculum develop-
ment; program improvement; preparation of speech,.report, article, research
project; browsing, etc.)

3) The characteristics of users and non-users of ERIC services and
also the differences between "heavy" and "light" users. Background
variables examined included age, sex, occupation, position, academic degree,
opinion leadership within the profession, general "activity" pattern, and
information habits, including the extent to which "users" were also users
of other information sources.

4) The extent to which educators are informed about the ERIC program,
and the sources of their information. An assessment of the present aware-
ness and knowledgeability of educators about the program will help to deter-
mine whether, and in what ways, the ERIC system needs to publicize its
activities and services more widely.

5) Reasons for non-use, including insufficient knowledge, inconvenience,
unavailability of needed materials, and preference for alternative sources
of information. An attempt was also made to find out why infrequent users
did not use the ERIC system more, as well as why those who have tried it
have stopped using the system.



6) Suggestions for improvements in ERIC services and products-
Respondents were asked what kinds of changes or extensions of present
services would fit their needs better. Summaries of information and
data resulting from this evaluation study together with findings, con-
clusions, and recommendations, have been prepared for review by NCEC and

the ERIC staff for the purpose of identifying deficiencies and recommending

needed improvements.

7) The overall impact of the ERIC program in meeting the information

needs of educators and researchers, measured in terms of its effects upon

their patterns of information-seeking and information use.

Categories for Analyai

The key categories used for analysis matched output measures against

user populations. A cross-classification of these has served as a basic
framework for summaries and synthesis of major findings regarding intensity

and frequency of use, type of use, and use satisfaction.

1) ERIC PRODUCT AND SERVICE CATEGORIES

Document Availability

Hard copy

Microfiche

Index/Abstract Journals

RIE

RIE Accumulated Indexes

CUE

Indexes to S ecial Collections

Pacesetters in Innovation

Catalog of Selected Documents on the Disadvantaged

Selected Documents in Higher Education

Manpower Research Inventory

OE Research Reports

Information Anal sis Products

Interpretative Summaries (State-of-knowledge)

Research Reviews

Bibliographies



Dissemination ProgTa_s_

Clearinghouse Newsletters

Professional Journal Columns

Brochures and Audio-Visual Materials

Professional Societies

State and local agencies

Personal contacts

Reference Services

Thesaurus of ERIC Descri tors

2) USER OCCUPATION CATEGORIES EXPLORED

Administration

Teaching

Pupil Personnel Service

Research and Development

Library

Consulting

Undergraduate

Graduate

ORGANIZATION CATEGORIES EXPLORED

Pre-School

Elementary School

Secondary School

College or University

State Department of Education

Regional Education Laboratory

Research and Development Centers

Professional Organization

OE Regional Office

10
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Other Federal Agency

Local or Regional Information Center

Reading Resource Network Center

Business or Industry

Diffusion Models

This study examined only direct use of information products within
specialized user groups. This approach was based on a simple one-step
diffusion model in which information moves from the ERIC system directly
to the ultimate user (Diagram 1). In reality, the information diffusion
process often involves at least several steps or linkages of exchange,
particularly where local school staff is concerned (Diagram 2). Consequently,
while this investigation attempts to provide an accurate picture of direct
use of ERIC materials by the relevant publics selected for study, it pro-
bably underestimates the information impact of ERIC on local school staff
and university students because these publics are tied in through inter-
mediate linkages which were not within the scope of this study. Any future
study of ERIC's impact should go beyond simple direct uses of product alter-
natives, especially for local school publics.

Single Step Diffusion Model Latent in Structuring
This Investigation of ERIC Product Utilization

2

ERIC - n'
Sources of Information

3 4 5 6

State University University
Education Staff Students
Agencies Research

and
Development

Professional
Societies

1

Local
Admini-
stration

Local
Teachers
and
Counselors
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SLIElma_a_21_11ethodology

An account of the design and conduct of this evaluation study is
contained in Chapter 1, Volume III, of this report. All tables cited
in this summary of methodology also appear in Volume III. Table A1A.7
presents a review of populations, samples, and returns. The principal
sources of data for this study were derived from five samples:

1) Individual User uestionnaire, using a controlled sampling
procedure (494 respondents). This questionnaire was administered by
educational institutions to a broad cross-section of users of ERIC
products and services. Eighty-one percent of institutions sampled
responded. These included institutions holding complete ERIC standing
order collections, both private and OE supported, educational information
centers, and Reading Resources Network Centers.

2) Organization questionnaire, which included a sample size of 441
organizations, with an average return from sub-samples of 83%. The
organization questionnaires were sent to six target populations, care-
fully screened to prevent duplication. The populations queried included
OE supported standing order collections at Clearinghouses; OE Regional
Offices; and Regional Educational Laboratories; privately supported
standing orders; Reading Resources Network Centers; educational information
centers; State Departments of Education; and EDRS individual or demand
orders. Information on the procedure and response returns for these six
populations is summarized in Tables A1A.1 and A1A.2.

3) CUE uestionnaire, with a sample size of 398 representing 100%
of individual and 25% of institutional subscribers. That section of the
Individual User questionnaire pertaining to CUE was further administered
to the subscriber population and was used in this analysis for supportive
purposes only because of the low response rate of 54%. Further information
on the procedure and response rates for the CIJE questionnaire is summarized
in Table A1A.4.

4) RIE suestlonnatre, with a sample size of 1025 representing 100% of
individual and 25% of institutional subscribers. That section of the
Individual User questionnaire pertaining to RIE was further administered
iv the subscriber population and was used in this analysis for supportive
purposes only because of the low response rate of 51%. Further information
on the procedure and response rates for the RYE questionnaire is summarized

In Table A1A.5.

5) Professional Journal questionnaire, which was administered to a
sample of 4318 individual subscribers to five representative educational
journals which regularly feature a column about ERIC products and services.
A 5% sample was taken of these journals for which the number of subscribers
ranged from 6,500 to 37,000. A total of 1011 useable questionnaires was
returned in time for analysis. Individual sample sizes and returns are
shown in Table A1A.6.

13
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The objective data drawn from questionnaires were supplemented and
expanded with data gathered through 31 site visits by the project staff
(See Table AlB.1). Additional data were collected from two advisory
groups of twelve experts in the field of educational information dissemin-
ation. The list of members of the ERIC Study Advisory Panels is included
as Table A1B.2.

Descriptive data referred to in the study havebeen obtained from Central
ERIC, Clearinghouse Quarterly Reports, and EDRS sales and distribution
records. These data were fully identified in Chapter 1 of Volume III
this report and are cited in relevant figures and tables.

In summary, these data sources have provided a comprehensive overview
of a very complex information system. Taken together these data sources
have provided a multi-dimensional survey by bringing together data from
individual users, observed data from multiple samples of organi_zations
providing service, and data from journal subscribers, including both RIE
and CUE as well as representative professional educational journals.
Finally, purchasers of individual documents were sampled on a random basis.
In every instance but the last it was possible to prevent overlap and
duplication of sources. Site interviews, phone calls and correspondence
were utilized for follow-up and assessment of the representativeness of
samples and possible bias.

In order to permit ease of reference from the Summary Findings to
the specific data upon which they are based, each topical group of findings
is keyed to the relevant data sources.

Assunitions on Non-res ondents

An inherent problem in any survey research is that of the non-respondent.
A lack of response tends to make the data unreliable, thereby reducing the
validity of generalizations to the universe based on the sample statistics.
Two methods for combating this problem are: (1) increase the response
rate (a 70-80% return rate is generally accepted as a minimum rate); or
(2) investigate the characteristics of the non-respondents upon which
qualified generalizations can be made.

With the exception of the EDRS "demand" orders, the response rates of
the organizations' questionnaires were acceptable (range of 69-100%). The
same was true without exception of the individual users' questionnaires
(range of 73-90%). The response rates of the RH' and MIT subscribers'
questionnaires were typical of mailed out questionnaires (ranging from 46-94%),
and below the minimal acceptable rate for analysis except in a supportive
role.

As the response rates for the organizations and individual users were
in the acceptable range, the assumption was made that the non-respondents
were no different than the respondents and that any generalization to the
universe based on these questionnaires' data was relatively valid.

14
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The same assumption was made in regard to individual items on these
questionnaires. Any comparative figures for a given item are based upon
the total number of valid responses to the respective item.

Notes on Inter.retin Data Tables

It has been the policy of the present study to rely for analysis
principally on individual user questions, except where other elements
such as organizations, journal subscribers, site interviews, panel experts,
etc. have importance or unique contributions to make, or to provide data
on observed use as contrasted to direct use. In general, the data from
ihe study have been gathered under circumstances of high response rates,
although survey results which included considerable non-response were still
useful. With substantial non-response, say over twenty to thirty percent,
survey data reflecting suggestions or changes in or improvements in ERIC
Eervices were useful but were not considered general measures of user satis-
faction or expressions of opinion as to the value or importance of ERIC
products and services. In this latter category, the TUE and CUE subscri-
bers' questionnaires fell below the minimal acceptable response rate and
have been used only for supportive purposes. In this case, however,
responses to individual questionnaires provided acceptable data for

analysis.

It was not prudent to rely on organization means with a sample size of
less than five. Similarly, although calculations were made of individual
users with a sample size of five or over, such information must always be
interpreted with great caution, particularly if discrepancies between two
related tables exist. As a rule, only a sample size of ten or more users
was accepted without additional validating data.

It is also important to note that in several tables respondents were
categorized by primary professional role because some of the responses
regarding purposes of use of ERIC materials are undoubtedly generated by
demands of these Individuals' secondary or tertiary professional function
(e.g., many teachers are also students for all or part of the year). This

seems particularly evident in the cases of administrators, teachers, and

graduate students, for example, where considerable overlapping within the

categories and over professional roles is to be suspected.

Areas OutsidlE229_ *)

Some disclaimers are in order to identify products and services as
well as types of data that were considered outside the scope of the present
study. At the request of the Office of Education, the study questionnaire
on evaluation of ERIC Tape Data Bases was not used because of overlap with

a separate OE investigation. Similarly, the study team was asked to circum-
scribe its coverage of information analysis products. It was agreed that
the present study would evaluate input to R1E and CUE from the user's point

of view with emphasis on value to the user. In contrast, OE undertook a

ii



separate evaluation of the information analysis program of the National
Center for Educational Communication (NCEC) which was designed to be a
more subject-oriented, scholarly evaluation with the emphasis on the
criteria for input and actual quality of the information analysis products.

This study has produced widespread evidence of non-use of particular
products and services which, together with data from open-ended questions,
site interviews, and panel members, suggests lack of awareness as the
principal reason for non-use. Other possible reasons for non-use were also
proposed such as delays and costs of document delivery, non-acceptance of
microfiche, lack of targeted materials, research vs. practitioner orienta-
tion, etc. To what extent these and other cited reasons play a role in
the findings of this study cannot be determined precisely and conclusively
from these data.

Interviews were used, to a limited extent, as a follow-up of the mail
questionnaires including a small percentage of those persons and organiza-
tions who failed to respond to the questionnaires. These data were inte-
grated in the analysis, but there is a need to gather more comprehensive
data from non-users in order to learn more about resistances and blocks
to use of ERIC products and services. Information should be gathered on
alternative information sources used and other reasons for non-use such
as anti-research attitudes, reluctance to use report literature, non-
acceptance of microfiche, etc. Accordingly, a principal recommendation of
this present study is the need for developing more extensive and in depth
information on non-users of the ERIC system, i.e., why potential users
are not using ERIC products and services.

Estimates of the Full Universe of ERIC Users

The extent of use of ERIC products and services by the total universe
&users in all educational areas and under all circumstances cannot be
estimated with any precision using the data of the present evaluation study.
Classical methods, which assume random sampling, are not theoretically
correct for the projection to a full universe of users when the data come
from combinations of samples as in this study. Although the survey instru-
ments employed by this study comprehensively solicitPA response from the
principal educational communities, the study team is convinced the field
is so vast and diverse that only gross estimates of ERIC users can be
extrapolated to an unmeasured total universe of educators.

Proceeding with this note of caution, the study team developed a series
ofsummary tables (1.1 through 1.7) which estimate,the total number of users
of ERIC products and services, broken down by organization affiliation, and
byeducational occupation wherever possible. The resulting estimates must
be considered an understatement of ERIC usage because they are derived from
data adequate for evaluation but not for a census of users. The data for all
estimates were derived from responses to the organization questionnaire
described above, and represented estimates of observed use by library and
information center staff.

16
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Table 1.1 provides an estimate of 194,229 users served per week, with
undergraduate and graduate students accounting for 120,705 or 62% of this
total and teachers 41,175 or 21%. Administrators were the third most
numerous group at 21,142 or 11%,.

As noted earlier, there is evidence many teachers were using ERIC
malrials in a student capacity. These data were brought out by respondents
to the Individual User questionnaire.(see above summary of methodology) in
which the secondary professional roles of ERIC users were identified
(Table 3H, Vol. I).

Privately supported standing order institutions, of which 80% were
colleges and universities, recorded the largest number of users (126,984
or 65% per week) among organizations (Table 1.2). Education information
centers with 33,790 or 17% and State Departments of Education with 14,238
or 7% were the next most used service centers.

Estimates of the total number of users of ERIC publications are:

Estimated Total Number of Users
Product Per Week

RIE 190,590

CUE 138,330

Microfiche 178,190

Hard Copy 135,260



TABLE 1.1

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF USERS SERVED PER WEEK
BY OCCUPATION

Teacher

Administrator

Estimated No.
of Users Per Week

41,175 21.2

21,142 10.9

Graduate Student 43,120 22.3

Undergraduate Student 77,585 39.8

Researcher 5,952 3.1

Librarian 5,255 2.7

Total 194,229 100.0

Source: Organization Questionnaire

*N 246 organizations responding (Table A1A.2 in Vol. 3)
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TABLE 1.2

ESTIMATED TOTAL NUMBER OF USERS PER WEEK
BY ORGANIZATION

No. of
Organizations No. of Users

Per Week

*Clearinghouses 14 855 0.4

Education Information Centers 22 33,790 17.3

*USOE Regional Offices 774 0.3

State Departments of Education 35 14,238 7.3

Reading Resources Network Centers 27 12,441 6.4

*Regional Educational Laboratories 10 638 0.3

Standing Orders (Privately Supported)31 126,984 65.3

EDRS Individual Orders 100 3,283 2.7

194,229 100.0

Source: Organization Questionnair

*Included in sample of USOE-suppo ted standing orders Table AIA.1 in Vol. 3)
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TABLE 1.3

MEAN NUMBER AND TYPE OF SPECIALISTS SERVED/WEEK IN EACH ORGANIZATION

1 2 4_ 5 6 7 8 9_

Teacher 12 194 8 65 77 10 43 115 524

Administrator 8 74 22 30 77 8 28 31 278

Graduate Student 9 9 12 28 130 10 121 24 343

Undergraduate 4 16 22 107 73 7 218 344 791

Researcher 5 3 17 14 9 20 12 66 146

Librarian 7 14 5 20 11 3 7 7 74

Average total 45 310 86 264 377 58 429 587 2156
No. Served/week in
each organization

1. Clearinghouses (14)
2. Information Centers (22)
3. Regional Offices (7)
4. State Departments of Education (35)
5. Reading Resources Network Centers (33)
6. Regional Educational Laboratories (10)
7. Standing Orders (Privately supported) (31)
8. EDRS Individual Orders (100)
9. Average Number Served

Source: Organization Questionnaire
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Table
1.4

MEAN NUMBER OF USERS OF ERIC PUBLICATIONS PER WEEK
BY PRIMARY ASSOCIATION

Primary Association RIE ODE MICROFICHE HARD_COPY

Pre-School OM Om

Elementary School 8 -- --

Secondary School 3 8 6 16

College or University 17 16 17 11

State Dept. of Education 12 9 12 5

Regional Ed. Laboratory 11 8 11 9

R & D Center 18 6 22 8

Professional Organization 9 10 4 3

Office of Ed. Reg. Office 7 3 6 10

Other Federal Agency 10 10 12 6

Local Reg. Info. Center 14 8 14 11

Business or Industry 5 5 3 3

Other 10 7 9 6

Overall 124 90 116 88

Source: Organization Questionnaire
* Where N45, calculations have been omitted
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Table
1.5

MEAN FREQUENCY OF USAGE pF _ERIC PUBLICATIONS
FOR 1970 BY OCCITATTON

Occu ation

PER INDIVIDUAL USER

MICROFICHE HARD COPYRIE CIJE

Administration 4.91 2.56 10.50 2.79

Teaching 4.14 2.78 8.08 1.92

Pupil Per8. Serv.

R & D 5.44 2.88 12.33 3.54

Library 6.16 3.95 8.71 1.75

Consulting 4.66 1.18 12.42 2.42

Undergraduate 2.50 < 1.00 2.50 1.. 1.00

Graduate 4.44 3.00 7.23 41.00

Other 4.19 < 1.00 10.00 ( 1.00

Overall 4.67 2.71 8.56 1.17

Source: Organization Questionnaire
* Wherp N(5, calculations have been omitted
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Chapter 2

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS (PART I)

AND RECOMMENDATIONS (PART II)

Introduction

This survey project is the first sytematic effort to evaluate how
well ERIC has provided needed information about educational developments,
research findings, and exemplary educational programs and practices
across the nation. It was intended that this study project would provide
the Office of Education with management information on which to (1) evalu-
ate the extent to which ERIC has evolved toward meeting its goal of
guaranteeing ready access to the nation's current, significant literature
in the field of education; (2) identify areas where this goal has not
been fully achieved; and (3) plan and initiate corrective action.

The Summary of Findings comprising Part I of this Chapter has been
prepared to reflect the highlights and the most significant inferences
to be derived from this study. The findings presented here in summary
form are designed to call attention--based on analysis of data in the body
of the report--to conditions, trends, and issues concerning use and user
reactions to ERIC products and services. They attempt to provide a concise,
analytical basis on which to evaluate the extent to which ERIC has met its
goals, and,.where its goals have not been fully met, to identify deficiencies
and weaknesses. In general, the assignment and sequence of the subject
arrangement of the summary findings correspond to chapters in the body of
the report.

In order to perthit ease of.reference frOm.the summary'findings to the
specific data'(and analysis)-uPon' which theyrare basedi- each-tapiaal-group
of findings 'is keyed t.othe Supporting chapter:alla.ta-sourc(0..-: All
quastionnaires cited are .reprodueed in full:in Chapter 2'df:liblUme:III-of
this report= :Additional-479 SlX-descTiP4tle and. record daa AAtilized for
analysis and, fully identified:in Chapter of the saMe-volume.--

.

The recommendations presented_ in'Part-i-TT of thitaChapterpropose
needed Simprovements.andcourSes of action to correct-,defiCienCies identified:
by this study.... ,Abrief'diseussion' accompanies each recommendation to.relate
it.to: the fraillewOrk: Ofbasiefindings developed in the..aurvey,and:_to indicate
.specifie_IMplicatienSHOr-applicationa.- SubSequent,chapters:(3-8) offer
detailedAmekgreUnd'and sUpper-tinwdati'(acquired PritidiPallyfrom November
'1970'id SepteMber 1971).-' It wai-ineviiable,,:of'coursethat this,study would
be overtaken by continuingchanges-inERIC produCts and-therVices, rendering
some recommendations inappropriaté-and anticipafing othersi'
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The recommendations recognize and reflect the extraordinary diversity
of the educational community's information requirements and the efforts of
the ERIC system to build a document-information network as a basis for
development of new communication programs of the National Center for
Educational Communication (NCEC). These recommendations deal for the most
part with the management, performance, and economics of the principal
functions of the ERIC system as reflected in its products and services.

When effectiveness of a document-information system is measured by
satisfaction of the user's requirements, there is always uncertainty as
to whether the fault lies with the system or with the user. A basic
assumption underlying the recommendations of this study has been that the
system must respond to the user's requirements, even though poorly articulated.

Although a number of recommendations propos& further study and research,
it should be understood that this evaluation study, because of its range
and scope, has of necessity been cast in the role of an overview. Because
the field of document-information transfer in educational areas is so
broad and complex--add primitive--much investigation remains to be done
before a national document-information system can make its full contribution
to educational communication. Accordingly, almost every page of data and
analysis of this report contains implicit questions requiring further study.

Two chapters in Volume III also provide recommendations of experts
on the advisory panels and anecdotal information obtained from open-ended
questions addressed to individual users of ERIC products and services.
Chapter 3 includes the "Summary of Conclusions of ERIC Study Advisory Panels;"
and Chapter 4 reports fully on "Anecdotal Information."



2-3

PART I

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS*

GENERAL**

The pAinck indicatoAs o6 incAeased u6e and u6eA saaction with
ERIC pAoduct6 and seAvices weke att 1'x/4A:time. Whether measured quanti-
tatively by the remarkable growth and increased use of ERIC publications,
or qualitatively by the stress of synthesis and evaluation and by emphasis
on the dissemination of information as well as document delivery, ERIC
has come a long way toward achieving its overall goal of providing local
access to needed information that can be used in developing more effective
educational programs.

UzeAz judged the ERIC zyztem az a whote verty iavoitabLy. Two-thiltds
consideked the zyztem ye/1y u4e6mt. Next to professionals in libraries,
teachekz, /Leseakch petsonnet and adminiztkataftz among occupational groups
kanked the ERIC zyztem highest in value.

Nine o eveky ten individuat use/0 reported that they obtained in6o4mation
thkough the ERIC zyztem which they pkobabey woutd not have 6ound othetwise.
For most of these users, the frequency of this experience varied between
one and ten times.

Seven out o6 ten uzeAz Aepoated in6otmation obtained 6 om the ER/C y6tem
AezuZted in impAovementz in the way they do things.

Moite than one-hat6 o6 the individuca u2ieA6 Itepo4ted ERIC had helped
them avoid duptication.

The main pukpozez sat which ERIC pubtications weke uzed included: keeping
ail/Least in a iieed, Aesealtch pxojects, pltognam impkovement, azzignmentz
and tekm papek6 and cutticutum devetopment.

Requests for cteakinghouze uzeA. 4 vtce inckea6ed-by thitee.-60uAtta'between
The edueationae pitaCtitionek. accounted so& the gAeatezt.inckea6e

. . .
.

,

in number pf requests, -Among gronps', requesting -information, roughly thr.ee-.
'fourths of the requests came from educational Practitionara (45%), educatienal
decision-makers (14%); and information specialists (13t).

*Indekto Categories Of Findings'
-rGenerali.p. 2-3'
-Characteristiosof ERIC_Users, P.
Doc4Ments Acquisition, p. 2-6
:Microfiche,. p. 2-6
Hard:Copy; p. 2-8.
"The6a4:Au6 bg ERIC Dezekiptanz;_p.
ReAeatch in Education, p. 2-10

Cavtent 10ex,to Iota _

2-4 in gducatton,,p. 2-12
,8pecialCo1lections,p.,2-13
-Comparisons of, Indexing Journala,":.
.InforMatiOnAnalysiS !roduCts,
DisseminatiOn Channels, p. 2-17

Datasources:- Individual USer and-Organization
OlearinghouseQuarterly-Reports 8.

questionnaires;
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ERIC's grow ng invotvement with pfLoliesziona2 oAganization6 hoz been
pkoductive in intettectuat Midge-buitding. In the period covered by
this study the following results were observed: 700% increase in meeting
participation, 600% increase in joint publication, and 300% increase in
other affiliations.

Although iteseaitch and pubtication variables revealed CUVLeJVt evaluation
06 paittigulak ERIC rytoduct4 and 4ml-ice...A, no &Leh diiieken e4 were apparent
with ke4pect to the ovekate evatuation oti the ERTC 4y4tem.

CHARACTERISTICS OF ERIC USERS*

Approximately one-iu'L o ER IC us we/Le aszoctated wtth eateege4 and
univeuit.i.e4; one-imoth weke Locale 4chool pmsonnee

Gitaduateztudents and teachets were the mozt numekou4 coeitA of ERIC
products and services.**

Other heavy useu, in order, were lihAa1tian4, Zehool adMinataat044, and
ke4eakch and devetopment pek4Onnee.

The typieae ERIC u4ek is a female graduate student,or teacher about thirty
years old with a master's degree. She likely has conducted research but
has not yet published professionally,

ERIC Users Classified by Abadamid De tee;

-Nine of ten held an academiad gree

-Five of ten held a master's degree

-Three of ten held only a bachelor degree,

-One of ten held

ERIC Users Classified b

doctorate. degree

A and Sex:

-More than one-half are 35 or below, with one-third in the 26-35 age
range.

=Slightly more than onehalf of users were female.

*Data sou ce: 'Individual User auestionnaire

*Based on sampl 465:-respondents.
,
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No professional interest group in the educational community dominates the use
of the ERIC system- their primary interests are scattered across principal_ _ _ _ _ _

educational classifications.

Re o ted Channels for Obtainin Information (in de cendin order of imortance)

.Journal articles

-Oral communication

-Abstracting and indexing services

-Books and Monographs

RepoAtz Aanked zeventh among eight most important ehannea o communic
cited by ERIC users.

Communication among Educators

-One-half of ERIC users were contacted an average of two,or More'times
per month by other educators seeking information related to their'
current work.

-As degree level increased the average number of contacts per month also
tended to increase; older persons tended to have a greated number of
professional contacts than younger'persons; and males reported a
greater number of contacts than did females.

Publication- Record of ERIC: Users

-TWo-thiAd6. oi ERIC taeu have not pabtlzhedibopke or papers W thin the last
five years.

Ten pekaent'ali pUC 114

ThAee-iouAtA6 o4 u6e/L6 with a doetoaate reported alqitiatton with 'e eakch
in the last five years.

Mo/e thanhat o ad tea reported some Ae6eaAehcti i schopt administAato ncherts
atgitiation in the last five years.

Outside Res onsibilities o ERIC Users
-

About one-thind 06 ERIC usens have outside po z.Lono2 eapon6Lbita:tie6
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which include congutt, ,? palateipation tn meettngs, tesponsibttittes in
pAo6e.44.Lonae aszociast atc.

DOCUMENTS ACQUISITION*

Thete has been substantiat and continuing gkowth in ER1C'4 totat cateection
oi scteened documentA, /Leaching about 100,000 tn 1971.

Document setection ctitetta devetoped by ERIC ceeakinghouses reveal a high
degtee oti ant6otmity in terms of specifying the quatity and useiatness oi
documents to be acqutted.

In contrast ERIC usets reflected the &at scate oi apptovae to dissent ovzh
Wezction poitcies, some preferring a lughty scteened cottection col5 top quatity
documen t s, and otheks Isavolang apptication ()ray otS gkoss negative setection
ctitetta.

A tipliti.ng gtowth liactok o4 about 1 nnn d-ocuments pet month, or an average
of 50 documents -Enput pelt cteakinghou4e, operated to aktiiiciaety in tuence
the apptication ofi Zetection ciatetia.

'Outing 1970-71 a ttend deuetoped towakd mote ottctted than unsottcited
documents.

The number of document6 ptocessed 6ot tocae gitez dectined in the past two
yeats because OE discoukaged the maintenance 0,6 &Age tocaZ Wes.

many ERIC usets expressed the need tiot a wtdet tange oti kehoukce'matetiats
than non-puiltished teseatch documento.

MICROFICHE**

Microfiche Copies of ERIC Reports

Copie6 o most ERIC /1.epakt-,6 announcsd in gesecUi.ch, ut Editaation (R1E) are
avateabee miztoitche' isa,thi at tow cci4.:t te inatitutional Subscribers
of monthly standing orders--less than igo for each microfiChe or -about
.$120.00 per month.

*Data sources: Clearinghouse Quarterly Reports; site interviews; Advisory
Panels.

**Data sources: EDRS sales and distribution records; Individual User and
Organization questionnaires.

31
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The numbet oe 0Aganization4 pukcha4ing ate miekoetche inekepued to a
tata. oi 417 1977 up one-thiltd over the previous year and 30% over, the
pa4t thkee yeaks.

The nw bv o ERIC kepoAts zdtd in micko4iche liokm (by titles) exceeded
mation in each of the past two years.

Highet education accounted for the almost t1Aee-160uAth4 o6 4standing otdetz
mictoiiche in 1971.

Although tocat, ..schoot4 inckeased theit micto6ich cattection6 in absolute
numbers, their pAopoAtion 06 okdek4 deetined 6kOm 14% t4 5% in the past
three years; similarly, State ageneie4 inckeued their number of coltection4
thtee-liotd, but barely maintained their p40p0A2ion otc otdeAA at 8%. (This
was accounted for by an accelerated expansion in the number of institutions
of higher education acquiring collections.)

Individuae macha4e4 oi ERIC micuiiche gtew by 50% in ]970 over the previous
year.

Frequency of Microfiche Use

Microfiche were heavily used with 6OLLIE. 0Elf 06 litve ERIC 1160a reporting u4e
o6 mtwtoeiche at Zeazt 1-10 time4 a yealL and one-hate using mote than 1
mickoiiche tZtte4 during the year.

The mo4t eaequent coe oe mieftoetehe uas by A eA witch and devetopment peumnet,
followed closely by administkatoa4 and teaehek4-85% of whom reported use of
microfiche 1-10 times a year or more.

Gkaduate and undetoaduate 4tudent4 also
micAoeiche.

The number of people who are estimated to u4e micko6iche each week at
catee2e4 and univeit4tae6 a1r. vLeatet than that in amy other organiza ion.

Purposes for Using Microfiche

Overall the most Often cited putpa4e4;04,:u4,cng m4u4chc w*r.e loritt4
.

px of ec tts, aoztgnmen.4 and telon pappiai and keepirig abiteut i-Leed.

Repwa and aktiete ptepakation, emkkieutam devetopment, and ptogAam impxovement
were also tikequent pakpd4e4 oX a4e o micuitche.

Relative Usefulness of Microfiche -

Of .thoSe.whd have used microfiche,
vatue.'

n dne petcent found it of tittee



Across all categories of respondents, only one 4J1 etght have neve& uzed
mickoSiche.

Among ERIC useits, thkee-Souaths Sound the mickoSiche capabitity verty use6we.

Adminiztaatoitz, teacheu, and gAaduate ztudentz were next.to research and
development personnel in expressing zt/tong app4ova2 o6 the uze6wenezs o6
mtuto tche.

Availabilit of Microfiche E ui ment

Those okganizat.ions hav,i.kg the MOAt equipment available have the heaviebt
mictoSiche aiSage, i.e. univelaZtte.4 grid R 6 D centero'.

State depaatment4 oi education and tocal and AegtOnaZ Lnoijna.twn centeu
also reported a h2k amount oS e4ai0MeAt.

Although secondary schools recorded the loWest relative amount.of equipment,
schoot peAzonnet ,Itepotted 88% had accesSaitity to mtekoSiche &eadeAz.
Further, of those lacking such accessibility, 90% impoitted they womed uze
IteadeAz t6 avateabee.

Ovekatt thkee-Soukths oS ER/C uvt z A.epcotted a mtettoiStahe
accezzatee.

ead ity

A consistent theme of comMent by users and ope ato s:of ERIC inferMation
services was the need for molte, batet
iteadms and -tea4e.A.-02nteitz.

and te64 expenzive mtckoSiche

HARD COFY (FULL SIZE

Okdeks ok hakd copy ci-laments inekeazed one-thikd 1910 ave.& 1969,
to a totat oi about 60,000 coptez. (Compared with 6,200,000 microfiche
copies).

Locat schoot4 Impoitted uz ng hakd copy 6 equentey than ic/Loitche
by a Sactok og 50%.

Make Skequent useAz oS hakd copy were State DepaAtmemtz o6 Education and
Regtonat Educational. Labokatokies.

AbOut kali oS ER/C uzutz uze hakeicopy when.eaz,ovek-80%_uze mtduitche.

Compakizon oi 6)Lequency oS,44e. data bett.iteeri mtekoS,Eche,and hakd copy should
--'4edte tnto account the takge-gee6oi sta oadek-thie&OlgeheAvaiZedge, -

--6,:gzeice. in a majokity-oUthe-centeks--4tWdied, az cont&azted.0 a;typicatey
numberi oUhakorcopy doCuments pukChased individuaLty,by,'&ntehz
gaeatek expenze'Pet-eOpy.',.

!Data sources: Individual-USer and Organization questidnnaires; EDRS sales
and distributien records-.

Z-43



2-9

THESAURUS OF ERIC DESCRIPTORS*

The mo4t 6tequent eas of the Thesauaus are, in order, --Eibtakian.6, aeseanch
and development peasonnee, teacheas, gaaduate students, and administaatoas.

Overall tess than one-thad of ERIC users indicate they have nevet caed
the Thescautus.

Only one out o4 eight respondents indicate they icilot go to the Thesamus
in conjunction with use of RIE and CUE.

There are only minojt dibieltences aMong Users of CUE and R1E in tekm4
initial utilization o4 the numikta.

Both oligat,lization4 and individualuseAs o4 the ERIC Th mow iound -Et
"useW" OA "vmy toe&a" by a latge majeutity.

Those involved with aeseatch activ,EtieS pund the Thesauaus moae useime
than those nOt so involved.

Those who found the Thesauaus most usegut. were gkaduate students, Lib/La/vans
and aeseaaeh centea peasonnet. This suggests that the Thesamads is found
vercy coeia. by those who aiLe continuaely involved with libitaky seakch and
accustomed to the techn-Lque oi in6okmation seaAch.

About ane-hali ai teache&s and admintstItatofts iound the Thescamus e4me"
ox "vety uselcue."

Overall about 90% o4 both individual useas and oAganizations agaee that the
nuauAla dumiptva aae aepaesentative o6 cuaaentey used language.

There is also ovewhaming evidence that use/Ls pand the descriptors to have
the appicapAiate degitee ai

:Data gathered from:individual uSer responses, aite interVieWs, and advisory
panels suggelted the following changeS or.i_MprOvementa-in the The-46011MA

,

Should be considered:.

o practitioner not_to both.

policy- n assigning descriptors.

-documenta h uld be identified 1136.

-people need to be trained in use_of-The4aultad.

.program training manual ii needed,

.new terminology should be addedrpromptly.-

.outdated terms should be-deleted:'

.categories have too many descrifitors, topics-too few.

*Data. sources: Indtvidual User and Organization questicinnaires
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-terms have tended to become too specific--applying to a particular
(clearinghouse) discipline

-documents lag behind term changes

-more scope notes are needed

-an identifier index is needed

RESEARCH IN EDUCATION (RIE)*

The 4avoxab1e judgment v4 RTE by ERIC t.1.4e1t A WM6 nealay unanimouz acxoss
educationaZ occupationz and azzociationz. It was not affected by differences
between researchers and non-researchers, or by differences among those who ,

published and those who did not. In summary, OWL o evety fitve azeitz
RIE wete vety zatiziied with it with only one.-hc2 o one pekeent pa..6.6,Eng a
'-5-u4e" judg

Subscriptions to RIE leveled off after reaching a peak in 19.68 of 4,400
subscribers, as compared to 4,200 in 1971. (This is not surprising in view
of the preponderance of institutional subscriptions, some for multiple copies.

Institutions o6 highet education account for 38% oti the subscAibeits; state
and Local educationat agencie6 have 27%; liolteign zubzcAtbe)r.z are the t(iAd
langezt gitoup compnizing 13%.

Individuat subzeniptionz to RIE have declined, both in teAms o abzolute
numbertz az wea az peltcenta977-6/Lom 13% 4%). (This phenomenon has become
common among abstract journals in recent years.)

Data gathered by this study suggest that uzetz oti RIE tend to be habituae.
The majoxity have uzed it six timez o/c moiLe pelt yeax.

Occupationa categoAxez reporting mo4t PLequent uze o RIE included Aeseaach
and devetopment and the tibitalLy. LocaZ schoo.f. admmiztnatoitz and teachelts
weke A.anhed next hgheit in iaequency oi uze.

The moht 61Lequent uzeAz oi RIE accouting plLo6ezzi.pnal A.o.ee. were found among
Regionae. Educational Laboaatoitiez, State depalLtmentz 04 education, coteegez
and univekzitiez, and Aeseakch and devefoipment centeu in that order.

Across occupational groups the reasOns for using RIE were:

-admint4tAatot4: keeping abreast in a field research projects, program-
improvement, cUrricUlUm develOpMent.

.teachertz; research projects, asaignments and' erm papers, reports,
keePing abreast in a field.

FData;SPnrCes0P0 subscriptiOn records; Individual User, Organization,
.PrOfessionalurnal and R/E questionnaires; Advisory Panels; 'site interviews.

35



2-11

-keseatcheks: research projects, curriculum development, keeping
abreast in a field.

-g4aduate and undeAgtaduate students: assignments and term papers,
research projects.

overall two-thiAds og useAs consutt RIE pAimaAity to tocate a document
which contains specillic inioAmation. Les-Than one useA in give Aead OA
scanned each issue sate-Ey Lox cuttent awakeness. Teachets depend heavily,
and administAatoAs to a somewhat lesser extent, upon RIE 4oA zetutching
past issues to tocate specigic inioAmation.

Subsctibeks to ptogessionat educationae jouAnatz containing ERIC caeumms
tepaAted ovekwhetming success in ginding inioAmation being Looked got in
RIE.

Data gathered from individual users' responses, site interviews, and
advisory panels suggested the following changes or improvement6 in RUEshould
be studied.

-gagging non-micAoiiche.

-pAaviding Aunning'heads at P each index page.

-metging imstitutionat eatkies without xegand to ..sub-'vi-sion

-codin tevee (age elementary, high. school etc.)

-coding type (speech survey, report

-tetutaing to coZok coded sections.

-omitting ox gagging non-avaitabte.documents.

-indexing consistency az between genetat

.cottecting unevenness in quatity og documents

.pAoviding mateAiaL on shot topics agen not avaitabte

'Le-naming RIE -to ResouAccs in Education

:Data collected on gtequency og use and 46pondent zatiziaction with annuat
R1E.indexes show compakabee patte)uns oL _usage -to R1E itzetg

-JOLLA. out og give useAz indicaeed a high Ooze og'satiigaCtiOn with the,
61nuat:findexe4.

In judging types of in4ortmation conAideked essentiat LOA pwLo4aL seakching
and identiiication o4 tetevaat documents in WE, two-thikds og individuat useAs
voted LOA absttacts ad: tiiitzt pxionity, with'UiTekiptoAr6 and !zinc/6 oti document6
consideted next most impaktakt.
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TWo-thi/o4 of individual users chose de4gnaton by a 4ymbo as the be4t
way to handle unavaitabte documents coveted by RIE.

Fowl. o evety 6ive uvr o RIE (compared to three of five CTJE users
reported success in 6inding Tdaght aitet in4oxmation.

More than thtee o6 evety pax &Ica zahoot teacheAs and admi
using ERIC materials considered RIE vow useiut.

R1E was evaluated high on tange o6 topics, contents oic tesumes, and the
indexing system, but relatively taw in othex chataete4L6tizz including
quality o6 matexiat setected and timeliness.

CURRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION (CIJE).*

Subscriptions to CUE have leveled off and in fact declined slightly
from a peak reached in December 1969. As in the case of RIE, the
tatgest numbet oi subsctibeAs to CIJE iound among in4titation4 o6
highex teatning. The second highest gtoup is formed by tocat schoot
datiti.e2 6. These two groups account for over 70% of all subscribers.
Particularily noteworthy is the virtual absence o individuat subsctiptions,
somewhat fewer than RIE. This may be due in part to the price of CUE.

Across all educational occupations individuals reported a moderate absence
of CUE use with more than one-thi&d o6 tespondents indicating "nevet uZed".

The exception4 axe titmaxy wotkeAs and gtaduate students, but even among
them about one out of four never used CIJE.

Highest itequency ol5 usage
and gtaduate students.

ReseatcheAs and those who
6tequency oi use.

Undetgtaduates tatety use CUE oa ake Unawake

among individual us as reported hy taxaxian4

tence.

-With the exception of admiüistrators, L o. .CUEA04 as44nmentandteAm_
papeits Was dominamtAdmi,nistkatotsteperted fteeping abxeast" and-
!cutAicutum devetopment" axe the most_ 4:mpetting motives OA. i.14,4tIJE.

:Two 04 evexy thitee u.6ex4 oi CLIE 4eafich the index 04 4peeigic in'Oxmat:Zon.

:'One out oi seven keads ot 4caR4 -76ot cUttent,awateness. '(Percentages are

roughly the same as reported by'RIE uSers).

*Data sources: CIJE subscriber recOrds;,IndividUal User; Organization; and
CUE

_

questionnaires;-Advisory Panels.,

37



2-13

UseAA Aated CUE zomewhat towek az to zatizSaction than they did RIE,

overall thtee oS evety Sive azeAz 04 CUE voted the index az highty useSa;
only one in liouk aatuat uzeirz tated CUE ketativety tow.

C/JE compated Savotabty with other educational indexes in meazutez oS
uzeStanezz. CUE ranked either "equally usefUl" (41%) or "more useful"
(48%).

Eeementaty and zecondaAy teachetz ranked CUE highQA in azeSutnezz than did
other occupational groups.

Among CUE institutionat zubActibeAs, more thanthtee-Soutthz tepotted
heavy Lae (six times or more per year) across all occupational groups.

The Lattge majokity ofCUE users go 6,0L4t to t4 zubject index. only 7%
reported they initially consult the ERIC The6aui:u4 in conjunction with CUE use.

Individuat. useAA reported main putpozez Sot aze oi CUE were azzignmentA and
tetm papeAz and tezeatch ptojectz; zubActibetz rankTaWiain pul4004e4 iok aze
o CUE az liottowz: keeping abkeazt in a iietd, Aezeztehptojectz, ptepata-
tion o6 papetz, and azzignmentz and tetm papeAA.

Use of CUE for cukkicutum devetopment and ptogt imptovement was
ketativety tow.

Thtee oi evety Sive uzeAz of CUE (compared to four of five RIE users)
kepokted zuccezz in Sinding zought aget ngoAmation.

Mol-e than 40LIA out 04 Sive uzetz approved the covetage oS joutnatz and
zetction og jouknatz

Channetz a4 communication were ranked according to their impaktanCe by CUE
subscribers: jouknat attictez, abzttacting and indexing zetvicez, and ()oohs
and monogtaphz. Repottz iteceived 6ew iiikst-ptace votez, but Aanked equatty
with jouknat attictez and othek media CEA thikd most important channel.

Two 06 evety Sive CUE zubActibetz had undettaken tezeaAch; one-thilLd
pubtizhed papetz.

Touknatz indexed in CUE are

SPECIAL COLLECTIONS*

In- enetae the zpecia-ERIC cottectionA.ake c Ctetized,by tack
.uuth Mote than two-thitdA QS ERICuzeAA tePOAtingY'nevet,azee at
ezpon.d (Current low use may be accounted fOrby 'the age,of,the

are 1969 or older.). No-diSSetencez aippeat with tezpect
-theteieatch ok the pubtication vatiabLez.

9

!q)ata.Sources:, EDRS sales and distribution recordS, Individual
-

'Organization questionnaires.

2R

aVuse
tiaiting to
collections,
to eithek

er and-
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Pacesettets in innovation

Overall two 06 evety 15ive respondents have nevet used Pacesettets in
innovation, and not including a 27% nOn-response repe.--AAW-6-277aRatots
and teachets tanked highest among those who had nevet used this collection.

Fewet than one in 4ive U4e/0 Aated Pat=e6ettetk molLe than modetateey use6ut

Catatog o Seeected Documents on the Disadvantaged.

on the Dlf!dov! n2eerpgV:Iteng hnVidO°110 did use :
7E76a7a:cted its usigge to Less than six times a yea/L. g,

Litorakian4, consuetants, and gnaduate students seemed to
mor,e than othelt gtoups.

Selected Doduments Ain Highet Education

overall use 4xequency o4 Seeected Documents in fAahl_t, Education shows an
even &welt &ate (28%) than 40,4_ othet ApeCia coLeeetEons. This is accounted
for in part by its unavaiLabitity putchase. ERIC product users in ate
occupationw1 categoities indicated rather uniformly a tow usage 4P..equency
.60A. the Setected Documents. Those who did use the VOcumentZ,however, had
A.eeativeZTEqh-amd-6tdqdent need 6ot it.

The Seeected Document:4 were ef netativety tittee use
compated with usc-7--gib-Yindivicluaes.

Seeected Documents
abOur

4avat the Cataeog

Manpowet Reseatch inventoty

The Manpowet Reseatch inventoty was used te,eativeey tightey.with a-high
Aate o non-usets (46%) and not including a non-response rate of. 29%.
Findings pointed to a rather spediatized ghoup 06 usets actoss occupations
c,4 the lnvenLon.y documents. ThbSe dio had not: pubeished used the index
much Le teqwitteij than those who had.'

otganizations a4

Roughly tW0 Out 06 6ive peopee.whe,aetualluse4 the inVentoty gave it.a
high Aating olc u4 e6utne44,.inclading'those in administtation, teaching,
teseatch,' and wuiduate study categoties.

06_6te-e o4 Education Resea&ch'RepontS

The 066ice 06 Education ReSeatch Repotts was used Icetativetylirtequentey
by cUTI.VErVITt-acn-tn-Uthet speciaL cotLection4. About 35% o6 tespondents
Aepatted u4ing the .13.1.pont6 . Thp heaviest uset categottes included teseateh
tibta,ties, consuLtants,,teachets, and administAatoAs, all of whom reported
use o 1 - 5 times pet yea& ot Mote.

Researchers used the Re olt1:4 molte oiten than did non-Aeseaxcherts; an
.identicat dilSietence e.Ated between those who had pubeished and those
Who had not. Administtatots and teacheks tended to use the RepoAts Less
6tequentey than those in research and in, libraries.
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Similarily, a gteatet degtee oi
and tho4e who pubf.i4hed.

Of people in those gitoups who u4ed the Re ott4, adminislAatoA4 gave iew
high tating4 compared with respondents in eaching, /LeAecutch, tibtatteo,
and gAaduateztudies.

iactLon was reflected by ite,6eaftthett4

COMPARISONS OF INDEXING JOURNALS*

Availability of Index Journals

Over half of libraries and information centers proviziing ERIC products
and services subscribe to all three of the major indexing journals in
education: Education Index, Resecmch in Education (RIT), and CutAent
IndeX ta Jouttnat4 in Education (CIJE)

Education index is the journal most.available in libraries to ERIC users,
closely followed by RIE with CUE a distant third.

Education index ranks highest in availability among teachers and
administrators.

Choice of Index Journals When More Than One is Available**

The high non-response rate (51%) among substribers to professional
educational journals indicated probable'unfamiliarity with one or More
of the three indeXing journals Cited.

Education index was the preferred choice among subscribers to professional
education journals, closely followed.by.RIE, with CIJE registering less
than one-third the popularity of either of the other two journals.

Approximately one-half of teachers awing jo4rnal subscribers used
Education Index as against 39% .for,RIE and 11%,for

Administrators among educational jOurnal subscribers.reported Education
index'and RIE were used equally with C/JE:recOrding. about-One-half of their

. .

levels of use

Among individual users of ERIC products and services, RIE ranked first
with 72% recording some use'of R/E.

Educationtindex was next most used by 68%,.and C1JE followed with'54%
,

,

indiCatinguse of this journal.,

sourdes: Individual User, Professional JoUrnal,'CLIE, and RIE questionnaire
.**DataeoUrce: Professional Jeurnal'questionnaire.

-
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12,64.6eAtatton 04.-ttact4 (50%) and Nychotogtea AbstAact6 (38%) recorded
surprisingly high levels of use by educators, while Educationat Administaation
Abstaacts and Chttd Devaopment Absttacts and BaLiogkaphy were each used
by only 18%.

Comparative_Usefulnese_ of CIJe

CUE was compared to other educational indexing journals covering the
periodical literature with the result that 92% of respondents rated CUE
equally useful (53%) or more useful (39%) than other indexing journals.
Only 8% considered CIJE less useful as compared to other journals indexing
the periodical literature.

Ways in Which Indexing Journals were Used During the Past Year.

Two-VI-ado of individual users reported that they used RIE ptimatity to
seatch past issues to &mate speci6ic tngoAmation. Gizaduate students,
teachets, and administtatots all reported frequent use of RIE for 4eatehieg.
RIE Iwteked Lt in use 6ot cuttent awateness although less than one-fifth
reported Imading wt. scanning the joaknot tha putpose.

Less than 10% reported using RIE for both purposes.

Almost tWO-tkadA oi individuat tespondents reported using CUE ptimaAtey
to seatch tiot 4pec4ic tntimmation.

Approximately two-thirds of users indicated that Dissettation Abstaacts
was used primarily to search for specific information, with indications
of uniformly heavy use by Zibtatians, teachets, adminis-taatots, and
gtaduate students.

Among the seven indexing journals examined, Education Index recorded the
highest percentage of users searching for specific information. (Seventy
per cent, as against 677 for R1E and 62% for CLIE.)

Educationa Administaation Absttacts was little used by ERIC respondents
(corresponding closely with Chitd Demeeopment Ab4tirazt6 and Bibtiogkaphy)
with school administrators indicaang greater use of this indexing journal
than other occupational categories; but even so, 437 reported never using
Educatiomat AdmintestAation Absttacts.

PsychoZogicat,AbsblaCts 'ranked fifth among the seven indeicing.journals: in
.

use by ERIC respondents, With 53% indicating primary use 'for the purpose
of retrospective searching.

*Data source:. Individual- Userquestionnaire, in which OnlyaCtual-user6
of CLIE were asked ierreSpond.'
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'INFORMATION ANALYSIS PRODUCTS*

Reviews and bibtiogaaphiez are cited in RTE and /Leach useks in a
wt./T.-Lay og way4: direct from cteaAinghoUIT6, through Educationat
Document4 Repaoduction SeiLvice (EDRS) and from pao6e44ionat okganizations.

Newstetteks sometimes inctude inioamation anaeysis mate/12a1, and an
annuae baZiagAaphy atc these pubtication6 provides a compAehenzive
fEsting. The vakiety oti outeets impress many users as both a sttength
and a weakness of the system.

Subztantiat gxowth in att intioAmation ant priodueto occurred over
the three-year period, 1967-70.

A 4ub4tant4c2 poation of the ERIC system's users do not atitize,thimmation
anatysis pAoduct6 to any great extent. Overall, almost one-hat6 o6 useks
reported either "no use" ox "neve& used." The aetative tack o6 use of
information analysis products was attributed by many non-users to wide-
Spkead tack o6 awakeness o6 the existence of potentially useful summary
publication.

Admini.htitatoitZ make the most use of all types of summakized and intekpketed
,in6aAmatton. Consuttant4 and teacheA4 Aank next in the use of intekpketa-
tive zummaaies.

ActuaZ u4e4=6 of information analysis products reported a h2gk
aate o6 uh,e. Those involved with keseakch'and pu4tication

. .

generallY used
inioamation anatysiz ptoducts:moae.

Only one in 6oun. og,oagoxization4 p4o44,67g 4
information analysis products "veky usetSut"

Vaaiation in quaZity and excessive use 04 teseakch term notogy were seen as
obstacfes to use of information analysis products..

Educato44 invotved in in6oama2ion di44eMinatioh'expreseed a desire
moae intewLetative matetigt&inctudingtate-o47knotp4dge,AeOtems.
Summakie4 og "hot" topic& and.Aetated bibtiogaaphie4'x4ete.k166-6avoaed.

ERIC's development has been characterized by a continuing, vigorous
effort to hap stkengthen existing communication channeta among educators
and educational organization.

*Data:sourceaLIndiVidual Userand Organization questionnaires; Clearinghoude
QUarterlyRePorts4:AdvisOry Panels; aite:interviews.

*Data-sources,- -Individual User, Organization; Professional journal and
_

-NewsletterAueatiennaired; Clearinghouse Quarterly RePorts; Advisory Panels;
site interviews.
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Earlier emphasis on baotc di44emtnatton media such as clearinghouse
newsletters, columns in professional journals, and audio-visual materials
appears to have shifted in the past year to non-document efforts such as
education improvement centers and state dissemination teams. Continued
increases in numbers of flyers and brochures are exceptions.

As ERIC has matured its eopha4,65 haz begun to 4hilSt tneteastngty to analy444 and
inte&p/Ladtion ("4 inOtimmtion ISoft takget audienee4; to increased relation-

ships with professional organizations including,panels, conferences,
displays, etc.; to training State dissemination teams, under an NCEC program,

in their efforts to assist educators in problem formulation and retrieval

of relevant information.

P.404t LOW ii/c4t tedAned 06 ERIC thkough aa44/coom tn4ttuation Olt p.ate -ue4,

not through ERIC dissemination products.

ERIC caumn4 tn p4o6eszionat jouknat6 have a potential of reaching over
one million educators comprising target audiencea defined by various'

profeasional organizations. More than one-half of journal subscribers,
however, did not read ERIC columns or were not aware of their existence.

L.C. but one ceeatinghouse tuue d neuweettet. Typically they provide
information on significant neW ERIC research materials to key staff of
agencies and organizations that they would otherwise have miased.

Teaeheks and paduate,4tudent6 Are among important segments of the community

of potential ERIC,users that do not receive or read ERIC newaette44.

A btochuke is one of the moat effective ways to promote ERIC among State

and local agencies And inforMation centers

The total number of bk0Chake4 produced by clearinghouses on specific aspects

. of ERIC's offerings conttnue4 to tnatea4e.

aeaainghou6e4 increasingly are involved in a variety of coopekative ellioAt4

with the wie.64ionme d640adAimi.,6 in their respectiva areas.

In addition to providing bibliographic serviCes, participating An meetings,
. ,

joining in publication arrangements,-etc.. ERIC atewanghou4e.6 have dstAerigthened

the di4semtnationprtogAams oi Owiustignai. oxganizations themselves and have
brought about wider acceptance and Use of unpublished research materials.
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PART II

RECOMMENDATIONS

General

1. In o4det to bulk/Le that ERIC pitoddet4 and 4enviee4 nemain rcesponAive
to u4 ek4' needs, a to)LogAam 4o4 continuous meazultement o4 use and uaselt

Acaction 4houtd be .imptemented.

A one-time evaluation can only measure the performance of an information
system at a particular point in time. As changes are made to a system,
particularly to a dynamic information system such as ERIC, it would be
desirable to estimate the effects of those changes. It is obvious this
evaluation study of ERIC products .and services can only provide a broad
overview and can not identify all areas of Use and User reactions. It can

locate the most important sources atelareas of greatest weakness, but it
cannot hope to identify all specific instances of user-Satisfaction or
dissatisfaction, or for example, all casesOf vocabulary inadequacies in
the system. To acquire and analyXe data that will allow the dontinuous
improvement of ERIC products and servicea, a longrange monitoring and
evaleating program shoeld be devel4ed and implemented by Central ERIC.
Additionally, each clearinghouse should carry out itSown continuous
evaluation effort, essential for the imprevemOnt of its separate services
and contributing to the overall system meapurement.

2. Att till/Ea/ties and in6oAmation centeu maintaining ERIC cotZection4
4houtd be enemmaged to liottow a singte, simpte Aeuved system coopetativety
attived at, which wiLe accukatety keSteet uze oti and use& tea'ction4 to ERIC

prroducts and Ami.ces.

If properly maintained, such a record sy tem would be of equal value

to the centers themselves and to ERIC management. It is traditional that
libraries and information centers maintain poor records of use and users
of the materials they service. Educational information centers are no
exception to this practice. During a preliminary solicitation of data
from information centers in the summer of 1970, eleven information centers
recommended as active and likely to maintain adequate records on the uss
of ERIC materials were found, when queried, to be able to furnish very
little factual information apart from gross estimates- In point of fact,
only two centers were able to provide significant data of value to this

study. This wee borne out in April 1971, by responses of information
centers recetving questionnaires which asked-for estimates.of numhera
of users on an average day. Estimates were frequently grossly over-
stated.

3. Tkoduets and sekvices devetoped by the ERTC Aystem Ahmed be Aeviewed

in the context o4 the totat intionmation itemmees avaitallee,to the eduea-

tionat community, inceuding t1o4e 4p0n40Aed Ox devetoped by commekciae

oAganization4 and by ptoties.siamat educationc2 40ci =c4.-

Such a periodic. assesmmeht is-necessary in-order to identify strengths

and weakne ses in educational communication across all categeries.andin-

d4
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all educational areas. This periodic review, possibly carried out by the
clearinghouses and coordinated by Central ERIC, would contribute importantly
to shaping future ERIC program development and allocation of resources.
Possible duplication of effort as between the ERIC system and commercial
publishers and professional societies could be avoided and a:basis of public-

private cooperation more fully established. In a sense, the clearinghouses
in their particular educational areas would take on some of the character-
istics and responsibilities of the delegated agentfunction streseed in the

Wineberg Report, i.e., advising on the state of educational communication
in their areas.

4. Stadiu to determine the hal6-tilie.6ort edgeational 4itetatuke eitati0n4,
including both jourthalz ahd aesearzeh nepoll,t4-;:arte needed a44 4/2.0444 pLove
u4e6a. to ERIC manage,wihrpkogkam devaopmeAt.

It is commonly said in educational..areas 4s well'as inimany other fields

that "anything of significance gete.publilhed". This:rule cif thutb has
been examined by other fields and diadinlinee and fOund to have varying

validity. A similar study needs toheundettaken-jn'educational areas to
determine:

2)

The relative use of reports.as a communication channel.

The extent to which reports or their contents appear later
how much later) ae jonrnal articles.

and

The possible application of therreferee system, or its equiValent,
to the report literature as a Means of remedying the:defects Of
"quick and dirty" reporting Which is:characteristie of many reports.

. .

The extent and rate at which
become obsolete.

The data produced by this study underline the need for more information

on the role and acceptance of the report literature as a principal means of
communication among educators

5. Maim inprmation woUld be u4e4u1 -on non-d4seA4 b6f.t.he. ERIC og

why aAe potential iuseAs not-u4ing:ERIC-pLoduct4 and.4eAvices.

Thlo study has produced.wideepreadevidence of. non-use Of particular
products and servicea Which,togeiher.With data from oPen=endedqUestians9.
site interviews, and:pariel-.-membereggest.lack of,awareneseas -the principal

reason'for non-use .J:other peabiblereiso,nsIfor non-usehaVe been proposed .

such as delaysind.00staof decUMent delivery, non-accapiance of microfiChe,

lack of targeted materials-, reeearoh.vs..-practitioner orientaticin, etc.:-To

what extentthese_and-othercited'reaSons-playy-a,role in_the findings Of,this
tudy. Cannot be .determined conclusively from these=data. The characteristics

of non-users'and reasons for non7use need to, be:identified-in a separate
focus and -exaMined in depth as a Means for determining T;Ossibie Corrective

actions.

reports not necessarily their' Contents,

45
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6. NCEC showed uAge paogeszionae educationat societiez to woe theiA
in6oamation and pubtication paogaams to tiamiiiatize theit membeA4 with
the potentiat use4uLne44 og the ERIC nationae inpamation system pa
paoviding aeady access to Ae4uttz oi exempeaty pAogAam4, aeseaach and
devetopment e46patz, and Aeeated in6OAMation that.can be u4ed in deveeoping
moae eective educationae lotogaamz.

Professional educators in all areas should have an opportunity to
become aware of the availability of ERIC products and services as working
tools in the communication of new developments and research results
throughout the educational community.

7. In oadea to &educe the oveaait el56oat aequifted Oa document ISiZe

maintenance, Centtat ERIC showed paovide ztandaad guidetinez 6oa ALe
maintenance, oa peAhap4 a mama, to a44i4t inioamation manageA4 in
Aeduc4mg time 4pent on cottectionz az compaaed with time 4pent a44i6t2ng

pataonz.

Time investment for maintaining and updating ERIC collections is
relatively high when compared with the time spent assisting patrons, i.e.,

5.6 mean hours per week as against 8.9.

Clearinghouse Responsibilities

8. A bazic /Le-examination showed be undeAta(aen 04 the centaatization-
decentaatization concept undeA which the zeveaat iunctions and ta41-24

invotved in document pxocessing and inicoamation avaitabiLity an.e a4signed
to the ceeatinghouses and to the ERIC PAoce44ing and ReSeAence Facitity.

The following recommendations for a reallocation of some functions
and responsibilities which no longer require specialist clearinghouse
support are based on data obtained from individual users and through site
visits to clearinghouses and state and local agencies;

1) The indexing and abstracting operation now performed by the

clearinghouses on a decentralized basis should be considered for reassignment

to the ERIC Facility as a central activity. The apparent unevenness in ERIC
indexing is characteristic of most decentralized efforts in indexing and

could undoubtedly be improved through a centralized operation, which has

many advantages for indexing. This would not eliminate the intellectual
input from the clearinghouses from the standpoint of contributing new terms

or reshaping language used in the ThattuALLA. The technician expertise
required for effective indexing as a regular function requires consistency

across educational areas and training in the professional aspects of
indexing itself, which could be performed more efficiently on a central

basis. Similarly, descriptive abstracting does not call upon the special

knowledge of clearinghouse professionals and can be better performed centrally

by individuals trained for this activity.
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2) Clearinghouse personnel have the knowledge, skills, and attitudes
to increase the availability of information on tested alternatives in
educational practices and to develop further ways to help educators apply

new knowledge and successful practices in their particular educational areas.
In brief, it is recommended that clearinghouse directors be given the
additional assignment of serving as part-time dissemination links between
the information resources in their particular education areas and the
educational practices community at the state and local levels. In con-
centrating additional efforts upon all means to insure that information
becomes applied to improvement of educational programs, professional
clearinghouse personnel would have the opportunity to highlight new ideas

and explore promising new methods for the transfer of information. Addition-

ally, the clearinghouses, through their dissemination contacts, the provision

of reference services, and the preparation of information analysis products

need to be given increased responsibility as feedback loops for the system

by identifying and inputting users' needs and reactions into the ERIC system.

3) As centers of subject-matter expertise the clearinghouses cooperatively
should play an Important advisory role in assessing the usefulness and impact

of information analysis products developed by the clearinghouses in their

separate capacities. This could take the form of a periodic (annual) review

of new information analysis products, the impact they have had during the

past year, and the directions in which they seem to be going in relation to

user needs as reflected by the link between users and the clearinghouses.

9. The Ae6eAence 4unction peqoAmed by the cteaAknghouses Ahoued be xe-examtned

to detexmine whethet t 4houJ4 be continued at the pxesent tevee, pexmitted to

inckease in volume and comptexity, 011. be phased out attogethet with a view to

augmenting thi4 essentiat 4unetion at Aegional and local inicAmation centeAs.

Although the numbers and types of requests for clearinghouse user services

have increased substantially, it should_be pointed out that the ERIC clear-

inghouses themselves were not designed, hor are theY funded, with exception

of a small number-to provide extensive reference servides on-site.

Document Sales and Distribution

10. A co4t-beneAit-eec itveneSs 4tudy is needed oi the ERIC document sates

and diztAibution activity, including tut:not Limited to EMS, ,t4 determine

whethet pAesent sates di4tAibution poticies and totactiees axe an inhibiting

inguence to Aeady access t4 ERIC documents.

A number of aspects of document sales distribution need t be considered:

1) Methods of payment-vfor orders shoUld,include:a 'coupon-deposit system.

This would reduce the cnet of ordering,and distribution' and-,remOVe a basic

irritant to- purchasers .who at predent Oast send paymenti-Sometimia not .

readily known, to" accompany orders-Under $10.0Q..

2) Telephone requests followed by-written orders.should b

emergency conditions.

accepted under
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3) A twenty-four hour turnaround time on orders for documents on
the shelf should be maintained. Interim answers to all requests not so
handled should be forwarded within 48 hours. Numerous reports of long
delays in handling document orders point to a serious inhibiting influence
to repeat orders.

4) Documents announced in RTE should be reproduced in anticipated
quantities (see No. 5 below) by the time the RTE subscriber sends his
'order.

5) Customer "demand" models should be established for estimating
numbers of different ,;ypes of documents to be ordered, based on prior
experience. This would improve order response time and reduce costs for
full size copies. The linear regression "demand estimate equation" developed
for NTIS is an example.

6) The apparent high cost of hard copy ($3;29 per WO pages) should
also be reviewed in terms of'a maximum distribution/minimum cost equation.

The present practice of selling a number of reports and:series at GPO'
when similar reports are sold through EDRS was reported to be confusing by
a number of users. This confusion is compounded when certain.titles such
as the PREP reports are published at GPO but are:not annOunced in RIE or
made available through EDRS until three month6 later. This is difficUlt to
understand, except a6 a possible GPO requirement, for reports whose currency
is a matter of importance.

The concept of "one-stop" information centers Should,be applied aa well
to Central ERIC, which sells its documents,:-special reports, audio4vispal
materials, and tapes through at least four different outlets.-

In the interest of providing expedited and more effective reports
distribution at lower cost, It is recommended that ERIC investigate possible
alternatives for direct distribution Of reports by means of SDI systems, both
directly to individual users and through State and local agencies.

Document Selection and In ut

71. ingetences that can be &Lawn 01.orn'toeit. Aeaction to docwnentseeeetion
and input to the ERIC syztem st&ongty zuppoAt the need ioJt ieedback on the
zetection rAocess which wite indicate how eectivety the pxeYent 4y4tem_4.4
amking.

This could be accomplished.in:several ways, primarily through regular
reporting by the ERIC Processingandleference Facility:,to the clearinghouses
on'what kinds of documents'Are-being requeSted and posSibly inCluding.lists
of best sellers by:titlea... Ancither-Methotilwouldlbe-tdcompileperhaps
quarterly a .cumulative fist of dOcUMents scild(by ED No ) whic,1i would be
furnished the Clearinghouses for their review. Each clearinghouse wauld
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thus be a.ble to determine how well its document input to the ERIC system
was received as reflected by user demand requests. Another method would
be to circulate quarterly a sample query to users of the standing order
collections saying in effect "tell us which documents made available are
most useful and conversely, tell us what kinds of documents not appearing
in the ERIC system are desired." To the extent possible, State departments
of education and State,regional and local information centers should also
be enlisted in the feedback effort in order that it be as representative as
possible.

12. Patieies and pAoceduA undetlyimg gA wth oil the ERIC document cattection
4hou2d 4e 4tudied in &elation to the moAt ei6ective u,se o thiz knoweedge
baze.

This study should involve not only acquisition of documents, including
evaluation and selection, but also an assessment of the relative size and
scope of the collection in terms of the expressed needs of the various
and diverse educational communities. At the present time the archival side
of ERIC appears to be steering a middle course, utilizing a limiting growth
factor of about 1,000 documents per month, which are announced in Re4eakch
-Ln Ed4cation and made available to all potential users. For some highly
motivated users thia limitation appears too stringent and they would be
satisfied by application only of grosis negative selection criteria such as
overall relevance, minimum technical quality, and non-duplicative content.
At the other extreme Some users refer to what they believe is a large amount
of "trash" and redundancy in the ERIC documents collection. In general,
these users feel that a more careful screening Would eliminate large numbers
of marginally useful documents accepted under'current policy and Selection
criteria. The result would be a reduction of the file to one-half or one-
third of its. present size and rate Of growth.

Given the assumption that ERIC is a practitionerroriented system, there
is little evidence that the present siie of the collectien inhibits use by
the local practitioner, conoidering alsO the groWth of nuMerons other forms
of synthesis and evaluation available-tohim. What needs, to bestudied is
the development of a collectionA)olicywhichwill-recognize,on the one hand
the needs of those who Wish to have,the entire kneWledge,base:encompassed,
which the present ERIC policy appears to support, and on the other hand the
needs of those who wish to have:intheirinformation system Only highly
selected and eValuated .(cf. refereed)-docUments.-:

In order to provide au educational knowlddge base.that, will satisfy the
broad spectrum of diverse educational interests; the ERIC system, would need
to restructure its present announceMent and distribution practices. The
present practice of large-scale collection of'documents and their announcement
in a general abstract joUrnal_ 'such as RIE however, is not inconsistent with
the provisiOn of special anneuncements partitioned by educational?.categories
and also stratified by levels of significance 'of current educational practice.
The study should consider this option'for development of a'range of document-
information delivery systems targeted to particular user communities.
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Indexing and Abstracting

13. Sued on data obtained 4tom numeAou6 6omce6 Zientiiied in Va.!. ILepollt,
the&e a need 4ot tegutat 4eedback on the quatity o4 indexing petgoAmed
by the cteaxinghou4e6.

This concerns particularly how the indexing is used for searching
and for the development of search strategies, both manual and machine.
Appropriate mechanisms probably could take the form of periodic meetings
between information center managers and clearinghouse directors or indexing
personnel. Clearinghouses have the option of adding identifiers and of
proposing new or revised terms for improvement of the Thesuaitu,s. There is
missing, however, an essential input from libraries and information centers,
/eflectl_ng actual user reactions which periodically should be in open exchange
with those who have responsibility for indexing.

14. The tuin dieemmaz o4 Ai6in2 co4t4 and oueAtapping covetage among
abstAacting and indexing jouitnat.6 need tv be 4utthet Atudted in the 4teLd
o4 education.

Data developed by this study present convincing evidence that educational
agencies, libraries, and information centers in the face of rising costs are
confronted increasingly with a choice of subscribing to one or two but not
all three of the major indexing journals. The cost for institutions of
subscribing to all three journals currently totals $126,00 with elJE alone
accounting for three-fifths of this cost. Considering that Education Index
has a long and entrenched use among local schools and libraries, there
appears to be a developing trend among institutions to cut back subscriptions
to indexing journals on the basis of cost considerations. This is not
likely to influence greatly the number of subscribers to R7E, but may already
have established a plateau for CI1E. This is of course a complicated problem
and should not be over-simplified by this survey. Further study, including
a search for a better price/distribution formula, needs to be undertaken.

Information Analysis Products

15, A 4y4tematic 7/Log&am zhoued be:imptemented.to in4oAm the.educcionat
community o4 the highey u6e1çut inpAmation anaystis pAoducts jolLepalted by
ERIC ateatinghouzeo and othet componenth.

There is clear evidence in this study that these summary publicationsare
not reaching the large non-research audience for_which they are intended and
for which users report a great need. -The-promotion And.dissemination of these
specially prepared materials should .be planned to exploit all poss:'bie
secondary distribution eysterpa such as State education-.agendies and other
cooperating organizationS, including.prefeasional 'associations,' which would
themselves undertake large-scale. free' ,distribution . of low-cosi items on the
basis of potential interest... jlirect',_targeted:.distribution. of information
analysis products should, also be:undertaken:when'approOriate,:possible on
a user-subject basis. The follOwing suggestions,Are.offered as examples of
needed actions:

1) Annooneement4 of new ERIC summary publications should be brief,
attractively formatted, and ISOkni4hed o4 a.giUgdway.0 all organizations
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providing service on ERIC publications. Consideration should also be given
to an SDI-type announcement sheet targeted to the needs of specific non-
research audiences.

2) Skie4, Aegaat announcement4 of new information analysis products
might well follow the practice of the Superintendent of Documents (GPO) in
its bi-weekly publication of Seeected U. S. Gove/mment Pubtication4.
Clearinghouses should also step up their announcement activities. The
last few pages it R1E are not an effective way to help users stay abreast
of new ERIC developments.

3) Dual sales distribution of information analysis products via both
the Superintendent of Documents (GPO) and EDRS may in some cases be desirable
to provide maximum visability and availability. Simultaneous announcement-of
availability, however, should be made to avoid confusion of potential ERIC
users, as may be the case now with the PREP (Putting Research into Educational
Practice) reports which are currently withheld three months from announcement
in R1E following their publication by GPO. Consideration should also be
given to zates distAibution 06 GPO-pltinted copie6 by ORS. (See also the
Recommendation No. 10 relating to document sales and distribution activity.)

16. Two ptincipae. type4 o inteNotetative 4ummaltie6 4howed be devaoped to
handee the iug itange o4 naevant pubtiez invotwed:

1) Technical syntheses of research findings for research and university
groups.

2) A modification ef the technical syntheses to make them more concise,
more attractive, and in terms that non-research, local school publics can
comprehend. Neither of these types of reports considered alone can do the
entire job.

17. New schones Lon cxeative zyntheAAA o6 &Leto and idea6 appeaking -En the
educattonat .UteAatate Ahmed be tdent4ted and pitomoted.

Continued proliferation of the educational literature, together with
increased capability for storage of material of limited or special interest,
will handicap the practitioner and researcher alike in their efforts to
extract useful information relative to their particular interests. As the
literature grows in volume and complexity, whether in report form or in
journal articles, special methods need to be developed to make retrieval
more meaningful than what can be achieved by subject classification and
indexing alone. A step that has often been proposed is to strengthen .tab-

stantially the review function in the information system. This function,
however, should not be merely expanded, it must be radically revised and
improved.

18. ERIC poti_cy OA the zuppoizt:oi inio;cmation anaeoiA ptoduct6 showed be
ke-examtned tn itelatton to othek mean6 Olt -imp/Loving educationae communication.

Creative synthesis and compaction of facts and ideas are central to
improved communication of research results, but this emphasis on one element
of the information flow process should be coordinated with efforts to improve
the very beginning of the information cycle, i.e., the generation of information.
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Indeed, there is increasing evidence that the great "distill or drown"
philosophy will provide only a partial solution to the transfer of meaning
as distinct from document delivery.

Interpretive summaries, reviews, digests and other information analysis
products are expensive, difficult to prepare, and frequently unread. However,
if new means of compression of the literature were developed more closely in
relation to greater effectiveness in the generation of information, the
communication of educational information could be facilitated without, in any
way, impeding the origination of new ideas. This would involve weeding out at
the point of origin, by the author and sometimes with peer assistance, the
trivial, duplicative and non-technical. The screening process could be based
upon accepted criteria of novelty, with a de-emphasis on publication for its
own sake. On the mechanical side, structure and modular reporting would
need to be devised.

Microfiche Use

19. Theae iA a need iot a tezt oti the hypothe4t6, advanced by zome, that
tocae 4choot peopee aiLe not tetting the tauth when a high ptopoation indicate
az in thies 4tudy that they tegaeaaey u6e the micaqiche mode--that they aae
aeacting in zuch az way az to paoduce a moae 6avo.4.abte image oic themzeevez.

This is a phenomenon familiar to those who conduct user studies by
questionnaire, sometimes borne out on closer examination and sometimes not.
A brief, in-depth study, followed up by on-the-spot interviews and investiga-
tion, should be sufficient to prove or disprove this allegation, which is
common wherever heavy use of microfiche is reported. It is the judgment
of this study, using supplemental information from site visits, panel members,
and anecdotal information, that the responses of local school people to this
part of the individual user questionnaire are accurately reported.

Strengthening Dissemination

20. A ca4t-bene4it-e64ectivene44 44udy zhoutd be undettaken to detekmine the
maot ebiective and economicat method4 oi announcing ERIC paoduct6 and 4eav4ce4
to the taage and dive4ze educationae communitiez

There is evidence demonstrated by this ,study that principal reliance upon
traditional abstracting and indexing journals, i.e., CUE and R7E has dimire_sh-
'ing effecttveness in reaching individual users directly or indirectly through
libraries e-d information centers. Additionally, data presented by this
study reveal two underlying 'trends that need to be reversed: (a) almost
three-fourths of readers of profeesional journals- containing gRIC columns
reported lack of convenient access te the three.mejor'abstracting and
indexing journals in education, and (b). the-numbers of subscriber's to C1JE
and R1E have not,only peaked'im the past year but hal/a actually declined over
December 1969 levels. It is clear that additional'means with wider impact
need to be developed for ,announcing ERIC products and services to users
and potential users. Among alternatives or-additional, mechanisms which
need to be explored are SDI systems, separate aectional -(partitioned) publica-
tion and distribution of the index journals to specific target populations,

52
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expansion of machine searching services, educational programs both at the
undergraduate level and among non-using professional groups, etc. Particular
aspects of this recommendation are detailed under dissemination practices.

21. Laitge,ocaee devetopment o4 educationat. p4opam4 4houtd be caluzied out
to teach usseA4 about educationa inpAmation A.e6ounceo.

This and other recent studies have convincingly demonstrated that large
segments of the educational community do not make use of national information
services including ERIC, and, indeed, are largely unaware of the existence
of these resources. Some educators, while aware of the existence of ERIC
services and products, do not use them because of misconceptions relating
to their true capabilities and do not exploit them to full advantage.
Training seminars directed to managers of libraries and educational informa-
tion centers, while valuable to center operations, have limited impact upon
the educational community as a whole. To have any significant effect, a
training program must be capable of hitting a substantial part of the user
community. What is really needed are educational programs to teach users
and potential users at all levels about ERIC and related information systems,
their capabilities and limitations, and how to use these resources most
effectively.

The need for education of users of Information services has been
recognized for some time. In 1963 the PresideLt's Science Advisory Committee
recommended that-schools and colleges should develop programs to teach
students how to exploit the literature t6 fullest advantage. What was needed
then for scientists and technologists is certainly needed today as the number
of educators multiply and educational knowledge and practice increase in
extension and intension. User education should begin at the uadergraduate
level, with additional research on the relationship between the

most efficient use of the curFent knowledge base in education and the develop-
ment of more effective educational programs.

22. Moke attention need4 to be given to the 'tote o4 Libtax2an6 and ih4onmation
centm membeA4 in the continuing e44oxt4 to make ERIC matexiatz ma/Le viZate.

Librarians and information center members are, first, knowledgeable of
ERIC products and services; and, secondly, are important intermediaries
between users and ERIC materialS. There are professional groups in the
American Library Association, including its American Association of School
Librarians Division, the American Society for Information Science, and the
Special Library Association which should be utilized for mobilizing profession-
al librarians in the development of a systematic and widespread program for
increasing the dissemination of information about ERIC.
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,rview

The follov,ing chapter 7Ji11 d.en.1 the oharacteri,7tics

of 77.r'IC users and as such it ?1.1_1 conta*nt ection 0ealiri

the target populations, samp1in7 frame an'', returns; se,ti.en on

jeneral 1.:)aci-zground information oiT r!sers7

-lith the primary prossional rol,- of .',7errl: a se,7,i-ion

inq '.?ith the channels 7-'IC TTser er-nloy in etainin-T

a section on communication arnonq e'3ucatol-5, a report on nutlica-

tion record of 77IC Users; a reeort on the research affiliation

of Users; an0 a report on the oulile resnonsil)ilif'ies

rnIc

Thrget Populations, Famplinq Frame an,,1

The following section of t'ais r7,,Port

mation collectecl from a survey of:

infornation centers witi 177TC collection s,! quhserihers

,

Current Index to Journals in r,lucation (7T.1.7); suTIscricrs to

inFor-
an-7

soarch in 70.ucation (11TE); and, indivilual 117.;er-7. at the samD1e-1

lo(7ations..

The populations, samoling framo, 017 1.

returned and the percentage o return-,d -Ilestionnaires can 7e

found in the Arw:lenlix 7o1ume TIT, Chaptr.,r T

quicl scan of these Rata ine9icate that ir-1.ivj.,1-1a1 users '7,11.4 er7ra:-

izations, 11:-,r3ries and information eenter:---, !7ith rr,!TC eollection!3

each had apnroz matelv an 90' return (-)- the fruestionnaires.

response to the CI,I7 and 717 questionunir,-, -Yas slightly over
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7_re unbiased estimates of the
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the similarity the two groups would be sheer speculation.

Statistically -C1-; eflict of tbe ,

-7ing 20% of the sample pro-

bably does not hav.., n=ioun conLzequenees for the present report,

although there is the p3ssibility for misleading interpretation.

Consider the eff et of naving one out of every five scores miss-

ing. If the missing scores are like the obtained scores, then

the estimates can be very precise, but if the misslng scoreS are

systematically di2:EeL.ont from the obtained scores, then the esti-

mates of populatIon c aractel:istics ba ed only on the obtained

scores may be biased. Obviously, the smaller the percentage of

nonrespondents, the smaller the problem of obtaining biased re-

sults. This has minor implications for the samples with 20% of

nonrespondents and major implications for the samples with approx-

mately 50% of nonresp Idents. When only one half of the sample

responds there is a possibility that estimates based on the ob-

tained data and the actual population characteristics are not

synonymous. As previously stated, there is no way to d-termine

this similarity or dissimilarity based upon these data.
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The previous discussion necessarily restricts the inter-

pretation and generalizations of these data to the sample of

those responding and to the population like these responding;

to the extent that these ronrespondents are similar to the res-

pondents, these results are also valid for those samples and

populations. By proceeding with this conservative interpreta-

tion, one will probably underestimate certain user character-

istics. This section of the report will be written with this

in mind..

General Bac-J=9.na Characteristics of ERIC Users

The individual users of ERIC inform-tion were asked to

respond to a questionnaire dealing with an evaluation of ERIC

products and services (See Appendix Volume TTI). The summariza-

tion of part of these data is presented in Table 31. Table 3A

contains the percentage of ERIC Users responding to the ques-

tionnaire when classified by occupation and primary organization

or institution. Approximately one half of the users (49.3%) were

from colleges or universities. Elementary school personnel com-

prised 14.5% of the surveyed users with the remaining 46% of the

users scattered among the other 11 categories.

This heavy emphasis on ERIC use by persons from colleges

or universities is also documented in the tabulation of persons

that have conducted research (49.6%) and those that have not con-

ducted research (52.2%). All other institutional or organiza-

tional categories show minimal use of the ERIC system with the

possible exception of persons from elementary schools (12,7% and

15.4% for conducted and non-conducted research respectively).
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When considering the criteria of professional publica-

tions the colleg or university persons again account for approx-

imately one half of the ERIC users in the two categories (yes and

no with respect to having publis). The remaining 12 organiza-

tion or institution categories divide the other percentage among

themselves with no one catc:gory having an outstandingly high per-

centage. The percentaces from the classification of conducted re-

search and publication closely parallel the percentages from the

occupational classification

It is interesting to note that of the 442 respondents, al-

most 1/3 of them were graduate students (131) and almost 1/4 of

the respondents were teachers (99) . Forty-nine respondents were

administrators, 45 respondents were research and development

personnel and 57 respondents were Library or Instructional re-

sources personnel. More than 50% of the respondents had con-

ducted research (228) and approximately 1/4 of the respondents

had published professionally (115).

Table IS shows the percentage of ERIC Users class-.

ified by current academic degree and currenb primary institu-

tional or organizational affiliation. Of the 437 respondents, al-

most half of them were persons with a master's degree (212).

About 1/3 of the respondents were persons with a Bachelor's de-

gree (142) and about 1/10 of the respondents had a doctorate de-

gree (48). Over 90% of the respondents held one or more college

or university degrees (see Table 3C.). The: discrepancy in figures

between Table 38 and Table 3C is caused ;oy missing information

on either one or both of the questions used to create the data

tables.
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Table 3D presents the breakdown of ERIC Users by age cate-

gories. Of the 494 persons in the survey, 35.4% of the respond-

ents were in the 26-35 age range, 22.5% were in the 25 or below

category and 22.5% were in the 36-45 age range. The rema.Lning

18% is distributed in a decreasing amount over the remaining four

categories. These data are consistent with the information pre-

sented above, i.e., the ERIC system is used primarily by recent

college graduates whose primary affiliations are with colleges

and universities. Ohe might hypothesize that the majority of

users are graduate students involved in a research activity.

Table 3E indicates that slightly more than half of the respond-

ents were female (252) and slightly more than 40% of the re-

spondents were male (208); the remaining percentage of persons

failed to respond to this item.

When asked about professional interest areas, the ERIC

Users did not respond particularly well. Approximately 1/5 of

the persons filling outthe questionnaire did not answer this

question (see Table 3F). The persons that did respond did not

show a particular predisposition to any of the ERIC organiza-

tional classifications. Rather, the primary interests of the

ERIC Users seem to be ecattered across the possible classifi-

cations. The Reading (15.6%) and the Library and Information

Services (12.3%) were slightly higher than the other categories

with respect to the percent of userelinterests. This would

indicate that persons with a wide variety of academic prepara-

tion and interest use the ERIC system rather than persons of

similar interests. This interpretation is also supported in

the usersiresponses to secondary and tertiary interests. How-
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ever, the data is less compe&ling at the secondary and tertiary

interest level ,s there was a nonresponse rate of 37.8% and 51.3%

respectively in the two categories.

Generally, these data suggst that: slightly more i=e-

males than males use the ERIC system; about 90% of the users are

college graduates; most of the users are 35 years of age or less;

abbut 1/3 are graduate students; about 1/4 are teachers; over

1/2 of these persons have conducted research; about 1/4 have pub-

lished; and no academic interest group in the educational comm-

unity dominates the use of. the ERIC system.

Primary Professional Role of ERIC Users

The data supplied by the individual users of the ERIC sys-

tem was classified by the user's academic degree and primary pro-

fessional. responsibility. These data can be found in Table 3G.

These data suggest that graduate students (30.5%) and teachers

(21.3%) weee the most frequent users of the ERIC system. Also,

approximately 90% of the users have at least attained a bachelor's

degree. The data in Table 3H, a one-way classification of the pro-

fessional responsibility of the ERIC Users, supports the inter-

pretation of graduate students and teachers comprising a large

percentage of the users (graduate students 27.9%; teachers 20.7%).

The remaining 52% of the surveyed users was scattered across nine

remaining categories.

Table 31 presents the classification of ERIC Users by pri-

mary professional role and age; and, also displays the classifi-

cation of ERIC Users by primary professional role and sex; as

previously illustrated, the majority of users were under 35 yea:7s

of age and were graduate students or teachers. Slightly more fe-

males (247) than males (195) used the ERIC system.

.4o
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Table 3J displays the classification of ERIC Users by pri-

mary professional role and primary vocational association.

Approximately 513% of the users have their primary vocational

association with a college or university. The majority of the

respondents were again, graduate students and teachers.

Reported Channels Used for Obtaining Information

The responses of individual ERIC Users were classified by

reporting channels used for obtaining information and the rank of

use of these channels. Table 3K displays. this classification.

Of the 494 respondents, 28.8% failed to answer the question of

rank. Of the'remaining 71.2%, who did respond', 22.4% indicated

that journal articles were the most important channel of commu-

nication. This was closely followed by oral communication (18.8%)

and abstracting and indexing services (11.7%). journal articles

were chosen as the second highest channel of communication by

22.1% of the ERIC Users. Books and monographs were ma:- d as the .

second most important channel by 16.4% of the users. sie re-

maining percentages were scattered across other variou channels

of communications.

The data fot classification of ERIC Users by primary

channels of communication and primary vocational association can

be found in Table 3L. Approximately one-fourth of the individual

users did not respond to either one or both of these two items.

Approximately one-half of those responding were primarily asso-

ciated with colleges or universities. Fifty-one of the 337 re-

pondents had their primary association- with elementary schools.

Journal articles were cited as the primary channel of communica-

tion by 31.2% of the respondents. This was closely followed by

4 !=



3-8

oral communication, abstracting and indexing services, and books

and monographs with 25.5%, 17.2%, and 13.1%, respectively.

Table 3M presents the classification of ERIC Users by pri-

mary channel of ccmmunication and academic degree. Again,

approximately 1/4 of the users did not respond to one or both of

the items. Of those responding, over 90% held college degrees.

Journal articles and oral communication received the greatest

support as the primary channel of communication (30.7% and 27.1%

respectively). Journal articles were heavily relied upon by

doctoral and masterls degree persons.

The classification of ERIC Users by primary channels of

communication and age, and primary channels of communication and

sex are presented in Table 3N. On the breakdown by age, approx-

imately one-third of each category of users cited journal arti-

cles as the primary channel, while oral communication was cited

by approximately one-fourth of the 348 respondents. The classi-

fication of these data by sex and primary communication channels

was similar to the age and primary channel claSsification re-

sults, i.e., journal articles and oral communication comprised

the hulk of the responses with females being slightly higher

than males in both the number and percentage of responses.

Books and monographs and abstracting and indexing services are

far behind the reported leaders, but males show greater percen-

tages than females in these categories. As with other contin-

gency tables dealing with primary channels of communication,

approximately 150 of the persons responding to the questionnaire

did not respond to this item. The reported results must be

interpreted with this consideration in mind.
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Communication Among Educators

Table 30 presents the classification of ERIC Users by pri-

mary vocational association and the average number of times 'Per

month they are contacted by other educators seeking information

about their current work. Approximately 150 of the respondents

failed to complete this item. Of those who did respond, 3494

indicated that they averaged one contact per month; 14.1% indi-

cated that they were contacted two to three times per month;

13.8% indicated that they averaged four to five contacts per

month. The greatest number of these respondents were college

and university associated (169) and 45% of these persons re-

ported at least one contact per month.

Table 3P presents the classification of ERIC users by

academic degree and the average number of times per month they

were contacted by other educators about their current work.

The results revealed that as the level of academic preparation

increased, the average number of contacts per month also tended

to increase, e.g., high school diploma and bachelor degree per-

sons indicated minimum numbers of contacts (approximately 50%)

and as the number of contacts increased, low percentages re-

sulted whereas advanced degree respondents showed moderate levels

of the minimum number of contacts with only slight decreases as

the average-number of contacts per month increased. Approxi-

mately 150 people failed to respond to this item.

The classification of ERIC Users by the average number of

times per month contacted by other educators seeking information

regarding current work, and by age and sex can be seen in Table

3Q. Approximately 140 people did not respond to this item. As

163
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the age categori77tion increased chronologically there appeared

to he a corresponding increase in the average number of contacts

Per month, i.e., older persons tended to have a greater number

of contacts than the younger respondents. 7ales also seemed to

have a greater number of contacts per month than did females.

Forty-three and one tenth percent of the females had only one

contact per month compared with 24.5% of the males having had

only one contact per month. The age categories of 36 to 45,

46 to 55, and 56 to 65 appeared to have the greatest number of

contacts.

Table 3AA presents the classification of ERIC Users by

the average number of times per month the respondent is con-

tacted by other educators seeking information related to the

respondent's current work. On this item, 26.9% of the persons

did not answer. The results indicated 25.7% were contacted

once; there was approximately a 10% contact rate in the other

four categories. There was obviously a communication flow, at

some level, among educators.

Publication Record of ERIC Users

Table 3R presents the classification of ERIC Users by

number of books or papers published during the past five years

and by academic degree. Approximately 60 persons failed to res-

pond to this item. Of those who did respond, 72.9% have not pub-

lished, 9.9% have published once and 11.2% have published two to

five times. Persons with doctoral degrees have published most

frequently with 32.7% of them publishing two to five times. As the

academic preparation (degree level) increased, there was a

tendency for an increased number of publications.

Table 35 presents the classification of 77RIC Users by

G4
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the number of hooks or papers published during the nast five

years and by primary vocationrIl association. There were anproxi-

mately 60 users who failed to r'espond to this item. Yhen cate-

gorized in this fashion, publication is derived largely from four

sources, the largest source being college and university personnel.

The other three sources were personnel from state departments of

education, regional educational laboratories and research and

development centers. Less than 4% of the users had six or 'lore

publications.

The classification of ERIC Users by number of books or

papers published in the nast five year!i'.; and users age and sex

can be seen in Table 37'. Approximately 50 persons failed to

respond to this item. As the age chronologically increased,

the number of publications tended to increase. ,Iales had a

much greater rate of publication than did females, i.e., 85.7%

of the female users had not published in the past five years

whereas 57.5% of the male users had not published in that time.

Table 3Z displays the classification of 17771:C. Users by

the number of books or papers published within the last five

years. Of the 494 respondents, only 8.10 failed to answer this

question, but 67.69; of the respondents have not published ':=ithin

the last five years; 8.9% have one publication and 10.15' have

2-5 publications. All other categories have percentages less than

2%.

Research Affiliation

Table 3U presents the classification of 77= Users hy re-

65



search conducted cr participated in during the past five years

and by primary vocational association. Approximately 90 Persons

failed to respond to this item. Of those who did respond, 44.4%

reported some research affiliation during the past five years.

State department of educational personnel (9) reported no research

affiliation within the past five years while pre-school teaching

personnel reported a 71.4% research affiliation in that same time.

The other categories are distributed somewhere between these two

extremes.

Table 3V displays the classification of ERIC Users by re-

search affiliation within the past five years and by academic

degree. With an increase in the academic preparation (higher

degrees attained) of those persons responding (approximately 85

persons failed to respond to this item) there tended to be an in-

crease in the individual's research affiliation.

The research affiliation of persons with a high school

diploma was 13.3% (the low percentage); persons with a doctorate

reported a 75.0% affiliation with research. All other categories

were between the two extremes.

Table 3W presents the classification of ERIC Users by re-

search affiliation and by user age and sex. Approximately 74 per-

sons did not respond to these items. Of the persons responding,

the distribution across age levels tended to he fairly flat, with

the possible exception of persons under 25, i.e., age did not seem

to make much difference with respect to research affiliation.

However, there was a difference in the sox and research affilia-
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tions of the users. lore than half of the rule respondents

(52.1) had research affiliations within the last five years, but

only 37.9% of the fenales ha d. research affiliations .within the

last five years.

Table 37 presents the classification of 11PTC Users 1-,7 us

of Ttesearch in T]ducation during 1970 and the users academic de-

gree. 7%100roximately 140 persons did :icy:- respond to these items.

Of those persons responding, 65.9" ; indicated that they searche'l

past issues or volumes to locate specific information, while

17.27; indicated reading or scanning eac:1 issue for current =!.war

ness. Eight point three percent reported using both metho*; and

R.6?-. reported they never used this source of informa-Fion. Tere

rlo.2s not appear to he anything strikinj about the use or nonnse

of this source across the various levels of academic degree.

Table 3Y indicates the classification of ERIC nsers by

research affiliation within the last five years. Of the 494

respondents 41.4?: reported having been affiliated with a re-

senrch project within he last five years; 39.5°: reported no re-

search affiliation within the last five years and 13.2% id not

answer the question.

Outside Ttesponsibilities. of EPIC Users

When dichotomously classified by responsibilities bcvond

their primary vocational association (outside responsibilities),

33% of the 436 persons responding to this item rePlied affirma-

tively (see Table 33n). There does not appear to he any single

vocational category glaringly exceeding the other categories in

percentage of "yes" responses, i.e., the distribution of "ycs"
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responses was flt across the vocational categories.

According to Table 3CC, classification of T71IC Users by

outside professional responsibilities and academic degree level,

Persons with degrees beyond the bachelors (59.0%, 22%, 56%, and

42%) had greater outside responsibilities than nersons with a

bachelor's degree or less (10% and 15%). There were approximately

55 persons who did not respond to this item. Of those persons

responding and holding a master's or doctoral degree, more than

50% had outside responsibilities.

The data in Table 3DD, the classification of !7RIC Users

by outside professional responsibilities and by sex and age,

indicated a relationship betl4een age and outside responsibilities,

i.e., with an increase in chronological age there tevded to be an

increase in the percentage 04 professional responsibilities.

The relationship was not r .JuL it was strong. 7,1so,

males tended to have more outside responsibilities than females

(43.1% to 26.1% respectively).

Table 3EE, the classification of ERIC Users by outside

professional responsiblities indicated that of the 494 resnond-

ents, 7.5% failed to respond to the question. Thirty-one percent

of the respondents indicated an outside professional responsi-

bility while 61.5% indicated on outside professional resnonsi-

bility. Thus about one-third of the surveyed PRIC Users have

outside professional responsibilities.
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TABLE 3C

ACADEMIC DEGREES HELD BY ERIC USERS

Degree Level Percent _Lal__

High School Diploma 4.0 (20)

Bachelor's 30.6 (151)

Master's 46.2 (228)

Specialist's 2.0 (10)

Doctorate 9.9 (49)

Other 1.4 (7)

No Response 5.9 (28)

Totals 100.0 (493)

Source: Individual Deer Questionnaire
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TABLE 3D

AGE GROUP CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS

25 or Below

Percent Number

22.5 111

26 - 35 35.4 175

36 - 45 22.5 111

46 - 55 12.6 62

56 - 65 2.4 12

Over 65 .6 3

No Response 4.0 20

TABLE 3E

N=494

SEX CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS

Percent Number

Male 42.1 208

Female 51.0 252

No Responsa 6.9 34

N=494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 3F

ERIC USERS1
AREAS OF PROFESSIONAL INTEREST

IN FIELDS OF EDUCATION

AS RELATED TO ERIC CLEARINGHOUSES

Clearinghouse
Organizations

Interest

Primary Secondary Tertiary

Adult Education 1.8 9 1.2 6 1.2 6

Counseling and Personnel Services
2.6 13 2.0 10 1.4 7

Disadvantaged 5.3 26 5.1 25 6.1 30

Early Childhood Education 4.9 24 5.7 28 4.9 24

Educational Administration 8.3 41 3.8 19 2.4 12

Education Media and Technology 3.4 15 3.6 18 2.2 11

Exceptional Children 3.4 17 1.8 9 2.6 13

Higher Education 3.8 19 3.4 17 3.0 15

Junior Colleges .8 4 2.4 12 1.6 8

Library and Information
Services 12.3 61 3.0 15 1.0 5

Linguistics .6 3 3.8 19 2.2 11

Reading 15.6 77 7.3 36 2.0 10

Rural Education and Small
Schools .8 4 .8 4 1.2 6

Science and Mathematics
rducation 2.2 11 .6 3 1.0 5

Social Sicence Education 1.2 6 1-8 9 2.0 10

Teacher Education 3.6 19 9.1 45 7.7 38

Teaching of English 2.2 71 1.8 9 1.8 9

Teaching of Foreign Languages 1..2 6 .6 3 .2 1

Tests, Measurement, and
7:valuation 1.6 8 3.8 19 3.4 17

Vocational and Technical
E,ducation 2.2 16 .6 3 .8 4

No Response 21-0 104 37.8 185 52.3 252

100.0 494 100.0 494 100.0 494

snurce: Individual User Questionnalre
_ ")".4
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TABLE 311

C LASSIE ICATION OF ERIC USERS BY PRIMARY
PR OF ESS IONAL R OLE

Professional Role
Primary Secondary

Administration or 10.9 (54) 2.7 (13)
Supervision

Teaching 20.7 (102) 5.6 (27)

Pupil Personnel . 8 ( 4) .4 (2)

Services

Research and Development 9.3 ( 46) 4.4 (21)

Library or Instructional 11.9 (59) 2.1 (1)

Resources

Consulting i 2 (16) 1.4 (7)

Undergraduate Student 4.9 (24) 1.4 (7)

Graduate Student 27.9 (138) 17.3 (85)

Other 4.5 (22) 1.6 (8)

No aesponse 5.9 (29) 63.1 (312)

Totals 100.0 (494) 100.0 (483)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TAB LE 3K

CLASSIE'ICATION OF INDIVIDUAL USERS' CHANNELS FOR OBTAINING
INFORMATION AND RANK OF THE CHANNELS

Channels of
Communication

Primary

Rank

Secondary Tertiary

Oral Communication 18.8 (93) 9.7 (48) 10.1 (50)

Journal Articles 22.4 (110) 22.1 (1C9) 12.2 (60)

Books and Monographs 9.5 (47) 16.4 (81) 11.4 (56)

Reports 1.8 (9) 4.5 (22) 9.5 (47)

Abstracting and Indexing
Services 11.7 (58) 5.5 (27) 7.5 (37)

Professicnal Meetings 3.8 (19) 7.3 (36) 6.3 (31)

Correspondence/Reprints 1.0 (5) 2.2 (11) 3.6 (18)

Other 2.2 (11) .6 (3) .2 (1)

No Response 28.8 (142) 31.7 (156) 39.2 (193)

Totals 100.0 (494) 100.0 (493) 100.0 (493)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 30

CLASSIFICATION _QF ERIC USERS ay AVERAGE NUMBER Qy
FER MONTH CONTACTED ILY OTHER EDUCATORS SEEKING IN_ILL;;;A.-
TTOIN ABOUT CURRENT WORT< AND EBILLAiLy

Primary
Ztver

Association 1 2-3 4-5 6-10 11-2.) 16-20 20

Preschool 16.7% 33.3% 16.7% 0.0%- 11M 16.71 16.7% ;700: :)

Elementary 42.2 15.6 4.4 8.9 0.0 11.1 17.E 1' -5)

Secondary 28.0 17.9 25.0 14.3 (0.L 7.1 7.1 13)(% 28)

College or
University 45.0 11.3 14.2 10.1 5.9 11.2 _La- _69)

State Dept. of
Education 10.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 3.1 , 10.0 60.0 -1)0.- 10)

Regional Educa-
tional Labor-
atory 20.0 16.0 24.0 4.0 4.0 16.0 16.0 !_00 25)

Research and
Development
Center 0.0 14.3 42.9 28.6 0.0 14.3 0.0 lisg7% ;7)

Professional
Organization ---- (2)*

Office of Educa-
tion Regional
Office

(4)*

Other Federal
Agency 28.6 28.6 0.0 0.0 2.0 28.7: 14.3 10(..,; (7)

Local or Regie.ma1
Information
Center

(2)*

Business or
Industry

,1)'

Other 17.1 17.1 7.3 9.3 7.3 22, 19.f I./

Overall 34.9 14.1 13.8 9.8 9 0 10. 14.4 100i

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
*Where N <5, calculations have been omitted.

=82
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TABLE

icadaaaalcallaS far ERIC USERS BY N77:1;A_BER QE BOOKS Ci ?A:PERS
EE"alai= IN THE FA,ST FIVE YEARS AND ACADEMIC DEG4.Z_E,.7

More
A.cadernic Than Cannot
Degree None 1 2-5 10 Estimate

High School
Diploma 87.5% 0.0% 6.37 6.331 ....01; 0.0% 113" ;'--f.; (16)

Bachelor's 91.8 4.8 2.1 .7 .7 0.0 1C_37. (146)

Master's 69.4 14.4 12.4 1 . 4 -5 1,9 lOin (209)

Specialist's 55.6 0.0 22.2 11.1 0.0 11.1 Ii.C3% (9)

Doctorate 28.6 12.2 32.7 6.1 12.2 8.2 1.30% (49)

Other 85.7 0.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 10= (7)

Overall 72.9 9.9 11.2 2.1 1.8 2.1 .10711% (436)

Source: Individual Usex Questionnaire



TAB LE 3S

-usEms By Num3E-¢ lionis,a.sm. PAPER S
RLrEn DUR ING PAS T FIVE YEARS AN D ERIMAILY V OC A q-TnNAT

ASS OC IAT ION

Over No

ECM e_ 1 2-5 6-10 10 Estimate

_Lrescl-quol. 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1= (7)

91./ 3.3 3.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 100% (60)

-SrPcon/r-7. 6.5 3.9 0.0 0.0 100% (.31)

Zallege Mniversity 13.6. 1- , .9 3.3 2.3 1100% (22.14)

State Department
of Edmtation 66.: 8.3 16.7 6.3 0.0 0.0 100% (12)

Region:21 tional
Labotattry 3.6 35. 3.6 0.0 0.0 100% (28)

Research and DeveloT1-
ment Cemter 61-5 30.8 7.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 100% (13)

1"rafeE8siorr1
Organization (3)*

04-7-Jorce of EAucation

Reginmal Office ,f3)-

Other Fedeta1 Agency -5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 12.5 Igo% (8)

Limcaal on:Rmgiona1
(2)*

74Asft-rs (1)*

-a.5 6.1 12.2 4.1 0.0 4.1 100% (49)

OvetraIL :7-3 9.7 11- 1.9 1.9 1.9 100% (,431)

Source: Individual User ....lestionnaire

*Whoetlo NAC5, r=looptf-mns have been omitted.
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TABLE 3U

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILIATION DURING
THE PAST FWE YEARS ,SED _Eaausay VOCaTiniNAT, ,&sasxj-41...TioN

No
Prlmagy
Association Yes N

Preschool 71.4%

__

28.67. 100% (7)

Elementary 49.1 50.9 100% (57)

Secondary 40.6 59.4 100% (32)

College or-University 45.7 54.3 100% (208)

State Departmerrt of
lducation 0.0 100.0 100% (9)

Research and Develop-
ment Center 69.2 30.8 100% (13)

RFa-ional Educational
Laboratory 60.0 40.0 IDO% (25)

Professional. 0rgern-
ization (1)*

Office of Ten,7'ation
Regional 0f1:*ice (4)*

Other Federal Agency 40.0 60.0 100% (5)

Local or Regional
Information Center (2)*

Business or Industry (1)*

Other 26.1 73.9 100% (46)

Overall 44.4 55.6 100% (410)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N4C5, calculations have been omitted.



TABLE 3V

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILIATION WITHIN
THE PAST laig YEARS AND ACADEMIC DECREE

Yes No

Academic
Degree

High School
Diploma 13.3% 86.7% 100% (15)

Bachelor's 28.2 71.8 100% (142)

Master's 52.5 47.5 100% (200)

Specialist's 50.0 50.0 100% (8)

Doctorate 75.0 25.0 100% (44)

Other 33.3 66.7 100% (6)

Overall 44.8 55.2 100% (415)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire



TABLE 3W

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCII AFFILIATION WITHIN
THE PAST FNE YEAR 5, .66.CLL AND SEX

Age

Yes No

25 or below 34.7% 65.3% 1007 (98)

26-35 49.1 50.9 100% (161)

36-45 45.5 54.5 100% (99)

46-55 47.3 52.7 100% (55)

56-65 45.5 54.5 100% (11)

Over 65 (2)*

Overall 44.4 55.6 100% (426)

Sex

Male 52.1 47.9 100% (188)

Female 37.9 52.1 100% (224)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N45, calculations have been omitted.
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TABLE 3Y

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY RESEARCH AFFILIATION
WITHIN PAST FIVE YEARS

Percent

Yes 48.4

_iNi_

239

No 38.5 190

No Response 13.2 65

100.0 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire



TABLE 3Z

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY NUMBER OF BOOKS OR PAPERS
PUBLISHED WITHIN THE LAST FIVE YEARS

Frequency

Percent (N)

67.6 334None

1 8.9 44

2-5 10.1 50

6-10 1.8 9

10+ 1.6 8

No Number Given 1.8 9

No Response 8.1 40

100.0 494

Source: IndividUal User Questionnaire



TABLE 3AA

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS-BY AVERAGE NOMBER.OF TIMES.

RESPONaENT IS CONTACTED BY OTHER EDUCATORS SEEKING
INFORMATION RELATED TO RESPONDENTS CURRENT WORK

Percent

ETALE9aa

1 25.7

2-3 10.7

4-5 9.9

6-10 7.3

11-20 9.1

21 + 10.4

No Response 26.9

127

53

49

36

45

51

133

100.0 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

94



TABLE 3BB

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY OUTSIDE RESPONaTfiTT-7=-S
AND 1UMAR1 VOCATIONAL ASSOCIATION

Primary
Association Yes No N

Preschool 33.3% 66.7% 100% (L

Elementary 23.3 76.7 100% _60',

Secondary 34.4 65.6 100% (32)

i

College or University 29.8 70.2 100% (218)

State Department
of Education 42.9 57.1 100% (14)

Regional Educational
Laboratory 29.6 70.4 100% (27)

Research and'Develop-
ment Center 50.0 50.0 100% (12)

Professional Organi-
zation (3)*

Office of Education
Regional Office (4)*

Other Federal Agency 25.0 75.0 100% (8)

Local or Regional
Information Center (2)*

Business or Industry --- (1)*

Other 42.9 57.1 100% (49)

Overall 33.0 67.0 100% (436)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N445, calculations have been omitted.



TABLE 3CC

CLASSIFICATION OF ERIC USERS BY OUTSIDE PROFESSIONAL
RESPONSIBILITIES AND ACADEMIC DEGREE

Academic
Degree

Yes No,

88.5%10.5% 100% (19)
High School

Diploma

Bachelor's 15.9 84.1 100%(145)

Master's 59.0 41.0 100% (212)

Specialist's 22.2 77.8 100% (9)

Doctorate 56.2 43.8 100% (48)

Other 42.8 57.2 100% (7)

Overall 33.9 66.1 100%(440)

Eource: Individual User Questionnaire



T_A.BLE 31JD

C LASSIFICATION OF ERIC. USER 3 BY JUT:SIDE RESPONSIBILITIES
AND USERS Ia. AcaL AND 5Elf

k2f.

Yes

25 or below 17.0 83.0 100% (106)

26-35 31.6 68.4 100% C168)

36-45 60.4 39.8 100% (106)

46-55 44.1 55.9 100% (59)

56-65 83.3 16.7 100% (12)

Over 65 (3)*

Overall 33.3 66.7 100% (454)

Sex

Male 43.1 56.9 100% (195)

Female 26.1 73.9 100% (241)

Source: Individual UsSer Questionnaire
* Where N(5, calculations have been omitted



TABLE 31 R

OLASSIFICATI_N OF ERIC USERS BY OUTSIDE PROFESSIONAL
RESPONSIBILITIES

Percent (N)

Yes 31.0 304

No 61.5 304

No Response 7.5 37

100.0 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire



TABIE 3FF

PRIMARY ASSOCIATICN OF INDIVIDUAL USER RESPONDENT

Primary
Association (N)

Pre-School 1.4 7

Elementary School '13.2 65

Secondary School 7.1 35

College or University 45.3 224

State Dept. of Education 2,8 14

Regional Educational
Laboratory 5.7 28

Research and
Development Center -2.6 13

Professional Organization .6 3

Office of Educational
Regional Office .8 4

Other Federal Agency 1.8 9

Local or Regional
Information Center .4 2

Business or Industry .2 1

Other 9.9 49

No Response 8.2 49

100.0% 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

.4.
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Chapter 4

Section A

DOCUMENTS ACQUIRED AND PROCESSED

Making documents available requires, first/that they be

identified, located, and then physically acquired. Second,

decisions must be made regarding their quality, significance,

or relevance to education,- Third, documents selected for dis-

semination must be processed; this step includes recording

identifying information about the document (cataloging it),

preparing an abstract, assigning index terms, and transferring

all of this information to computer storage. Fourth, this

information about the document must be announced to potential

users by some effective means, e.g. through a bulletin such as

Research in Education. Finally, the entire document must be re-

produced for delivery upon demand.

The material presented in this chapter has been organized

to demonstrate the extent to which ERIC is meeting its first

objective; to make significant but previously unavailable

documents easily available to the educational community.

Prior to the development of ERIC, over 1500 reports

representing over 75 million dollars worth of R & D invest-

ments had been received by the Office of Education. Unfortu-

nately, though, copies of most were extremely difficult to

obtain, if not completely unavailable. Copies received were

made available as long as they lasted; some were lost or dis-

carded in office moves. The same was true of many important

papers presented at conferences and reports released by uni-

versity research centers, foundations, professional organi-
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zations, state and local agencies, and other educational groups.

Much current, significant, and useful information circulated

among various "in-groups," or "invisible colleges" of special-

ists, but much of this information was never available to large

segments of the educational community; little information

filtered out from the original researchers to educators, de-

cisions-makers, and practitioners.

In order to accomplish its first goal, ERIC developed

a three-part strategy:

Establishing clearinghouses where there already were im-

pressive collections of documents or where work groups had

demonstrated their potential for acquiring appropriate

reports in a given field or topical area of education.

Developing a centralized acquisition effort through Central

ERIC for collecting documents from government agencies

and other large producers of educational reports, such as

NEA or state educational agencies.

Finally, encouraging clearinghouses to develop complemen-

tary networks for acquiring documents from the many di-

verse but smaller-scale producers of reports such as indi-

viduals at colleges and universities, research centers, and

various groups with which the clearinghouse directors have

1
recurring relationships.

1Material in this section draws on Lee G. Burchinal,
"Development of ERICi June 1968," Washington, Office of
Education, 1968, pp. 8-9.
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Review of Document Selection Criteria of ERIC Clearinghouses

Basic to an evaluation of RIE and the ERIC document dis-

semination program is identification of selection criteria

employed by the clearinghouses. The relevance and quality of

input, of course, strongly affect the degree of user satisfac-

tion and the impact on users of ERIC services.and products.

At the request of members of the ERIC Advisory Panels for

information on how documents are selected either for accession

into the ERIC system or retention in clearinghouse collection,

an assessment was undertaken of the document-selection criteria

prepared and followed by the twenty ERIC clearinghouses. Al-

though criteria varies from clearinghouse to clearinghouse a high

degree of uniformity exists. For purposes of review, specific

selection criteria have been clustered under general headings,

which appear frequently across all the responses. The follow-

ing list illustrates the principal elements which guide ERIC

learinghouses in their document evaluation and selection.

Sc2pe or Relevance

Does the document concern the field of interest of the learing-
house in question?

Is the document of local interest that cannot be generalized?

Is it concerned with emerging interests and trends?

Is the document concerned with knowledge from other disciplines
which is applicable to the field?

Significance or ImEact

Does the document provide impetus for further research or action?

Can the document serve as a guide for persons and organizations
in similar situations?

103
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Does it suggest new areas of research or present new hypotheses?

Does it help organize some topic area?

Does it serve as a significant record of a field's histori-
cal development?

Research Design and Methodology

Is the nature of the design appropriate?

Is the sampling procedure fitting?

Are the conclusions valid and the data reliable?

Can the study be replicated?

Are the implications generalized?

Innovativeness or Uniqueness

Does the document present a new treatment, idea, or application?

Does it describe an old treatment, idea,or application in a
new framework?

Does it employ newly discovered data or new data-gathering
instruments?

Does it offer a fresh viewpoint or a substantial and comprehen-
sive summary of current viewpoints?

Timeliness or Recency

Has this document been written since 1966?

If written between 1966 and
importance?

If written before 1960, can

Reader Interest or Requests

1970, is it of

it be termed a

outstanding

"landmark" study?

Does this document meet the interest and needs of given audience
target areas as evidenced by frequently repeated demands from users:

Presentation Style and Format

Is the topic presented with clarity, vigor)and in particularly mean-
ingful terms?

ct,
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Does the document contain high information content per page?

Is the description thorough? Methodology explicit? Re-
ferences included? Are adequate figures and tables included?

Is the document form adequate to be reporduced via
HC or MF?

Is re-typing warranted by the outstanding quality of the content?

Availability or Accessibilitx

It is assumed that much good material remains unpublished or
published only locally with limited distribution.

ERIC exists to make high quality matetial widely available as soon
as possible.

Tonic or Source Priority

Some authors and some sponsoring organizations have so consistly
contributed to the field that anything they produce merits atten-
tion.

Bureau of Research Reports from OE are included.

"Must Expedite" documents deemed important by Central ERIC
are included.

It should be noted also that, even given these strict

criteria,each learinghouse is also limited by informal agree-

ment with Central ERIC (but sometimes waived) to a total of

approximately fifty documents added each month. Clearly the

emphasis is on strict application of criteria to obtain material

of high quality for eventual inclusion in ERIC.

General Growth in Document Collection and Indexes

The success of ERIC's basic strategy is clerly reflected

in Table 4A.1. The total size of the ERIC collection has grown

from an initial 1,746 documents (Catalog of Selected Documents

on the Disadvantaged) in 1965 to 95,400 projected by the end

of 1971.

TOS
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Figure 4A.2 shows the total number of documents received,

solicited and unsolicited. From January, 1969, to June, 1971, the

number of solicited and unsolicited documents received by

clearinghouses was relatively constant. The lowest combined

total occurred during the period July-December, 1969, when slightly

over 14,000 documents were received. The record of document

acquisitions indicates that the clearinghouses processed an in-

creasing number of solicited documents over the period 1969-71

compared to the number of unsolicited. This trend is notice-

able over the entire period, and the transition to a higher

proportion of solicited rather than unsolicited documents

occurred early in 1970. This relative, pronortional index is

accompanied by a decreasin,;. 0)'zolute number of unsolicited doc-

uments. It would appear that after initial start-up rruc

clearinghouses became increasingly more adept at solicitation

of specific materials after an initial spurt of unsolicited

materials in the early stages of the development of PRIC.

The number of documents processed for RIF, and local Ciles

is shown in Figure 4A.3. There was a stealy but small (und,2r

1000 processed documents) growth in the number of documents pro-

cessed for RIE over the entire period from January, 1969, to June,

1971. This seems reasonable in light of input restrictions for

clearinghouse processing established by Central ERIC. This

trend was affected by a minor regression during Julv-December,

1969. Concurrently, the number of documents processed for local

files was almost identical to the number processed for RIE dur-

ing the first year and a half. After June of 1970, however, there

106



4-7

was a noticeably sharp decrease in number of documents processed

for local files.2 This trend, ending with the last data col-

lected, shows a decrease of two-thirds in the number of docu-

ments processed for local files. The combined data in this

table show a decrease in the overall number of documents pro-

cessed for RIE and for local files while representing a decrease

in unsolicited documents and an increase in solicited documents.

With respect to the number of journal articles indexed in

CIJE (see Figure 4.A.4), there is a marked, constantly increasing

number of journal articles indexed over the time period January,

19697 to June, 1971. The total number of indexed articles doubled

(from approximately 3500 to over 7000) during this period, show-

ing a substantial growth in identification of relevant journal

articles.

In sum, these four figures (4A.1-4) have provided the

following information:

Substantial growth in ERIC's total collection.

A trend toward more solicited than unsolicited documents

between July, 1969, and June, 1971.

A constant and slightly increasing number of documents

processed for RIE accompanied by a sharp decline in the

number of documents processed for local files.

A sharp increase in the number of journal articles indexed

during the overall period.

2OE has since discouraged the maintenance of atocal files.
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It was suggested in 19683 that Central Tr.?I( 7 and clearinghouse ac-

guisition efforts were expected to net up to 24,000 unpublished

documents annually. Clearly the TTRIC system has met that goal.

The site interviewers asked their informants whether or not

they felt 177,IC was fulfilling the task of mak-ing documents avail-

able to educators and researchers. One clearinghouse respon-

dent thought Ertic was more an archive than a used collection; one

reason given for tais belief was the apparent limitation to

research documents. Several respondents expressed the need for

an index which included a wider range of resource materials than

unpublished research documents. Others felt the need for in-

cluding pertinent, if somewhat older, documents. Other respondents

pointed out the difficulty and delay in getting material from

r)Rs (p, comment also made by panelists) . "any cited documents

were found to be unavailable, and some respondents could not

understand w;lv such documents continue to he lirited in TJ )thor

respondents suggested that RIl7 as the principal announcer-lent

mechanism is frequently not readily available to users with the

result that ETUC documents listed therein are not easily avail-

able..

In summary, site visits produce:9 . three primary reasons

for perceived lack of use of documents.

3

Lee G. Durchinal, "Evaluation of 77TC, 1968," '*:Tashington,
TMW, October, 1968. (ED 020 449)

103
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1. T'ack o awareness of '7"1"_^ an-1 it; Fun:-..tion.

2. Too manv materials r 10 -1u.alitv an:4
included..

1. Lack o' zvailahilitv nf somr, listed materials.

The figures presented ahnve were drawn from clearingho.17,,

quarterly records. The information inlicates that th2 svster:1

per se is working as intended: documents from many so.irees arn

being acquired, screened, selected, announn!n,d, renro.-7,ur-rs-1, and

mad.e available. The site data, however, indicated some eines-

tion about whether or not avnila'.-dlity also lnals to .=,ffectilre

use. -Nmswering this Question is, of course, a nrineinal cO)lective

of this study. The sections whic7-, ol.ln ,9raw largely on ele

uuestionnaire survey of indivdual users ani indicates resoon4ents'

employment of and satisfaction with various parts of the F.TZI('

system.

, .

109.
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Section B

MICROFICHE AND HARD COPY

Microfiche and hard copy are the forms in which ERIC

documents are made available to the public. A Microfiche (MF)

is a 4"x6" sheet of microfilm on which up to 70 pages of text

are reproduced. This form of reproduction is widely used among

Federal agencies distributing research and other reports. Hard

copy (HC) refers to reproduction of the document on paper at

the original size. The basic cost of microfiche is $0.65 for

individual documents regardless of size. For hard copy, there is

a pricing schedule beginning at $3.29 for the first 100 pages

with step increases of the same amount for each additional 100

pages.

Monthly standing orders for microfiche copies of all

ERIC reports announced in each issue of Research in EdUcation

(RIE) average $120 per month, at the reduced rate of $0.089

per microfiche. Complete microfiche orders for the special

collections are also available at cost savings.

The data presented heretofore pertain to acquisition of

documents for the ERIC system. Data on dist*ibution of micro-

fiche and hard copy, by contrast provide some measure of basic

use of and satisfaction with the principal products of the ERIC

system. Tables 4B.1 and 4B.2, drawn from EDRS sales and distri-

bution records, cross-tabulate sales of documents cited in RIE

during various time periods with the various categories of pur-

chasers.

The number of standing orders for ERIC microfiche showed

over a 300% gain from June, 1968, to June, 1971. (Table 4B.1).
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Higher education did the bulk of the ordering (around 70%)

over the entire time period. Although local schools increased

their collections in absolute numbers, their proportion of

orders declined from 14% to 5%; similarly, state agencies

increased their number of collections three-fold, but barely

maintained their proportion of orders at 8%. Other agencies

increased their overall orders by about 10% during this same

period. These data correspond with other data (see Table 4C.2)

which shows that the heaviest use of the Thesaurus with RIE

was among people whose occupational positions were most likely

in higher education or university settings.

Individual or "demand" orders for microfiche from EDRS

(Table 4B.2) showed a substantial increase for 1970 over the

previous year. This one-year period accounted for a growth in

microfiche orders of over 50%. Over half of the total orders

continued to come from higher educational institutions, with an

inbrease of 42% in 1970 over 1969. Local schools, (with 15,000)

and individuals (with 6,000) accounted for the next highest

total purchases of microfiche, with gains in 1970 of 36% and

72% respectively. Commerical organizations accounted for a sig-

nificant increase of 124% on a base of 4,000 copies. State

agencies (-6%) and the general public (-46%) were the only

categories reporting a deraine in 1970. It should be noted in

both cases, however, the declines were registered against rela-

tively small numerical totals. Similarly, the largest percent

gain (486%) occurred in Regional Education Laboratories and
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R & D Centers with a total purchase in 1970 of about 1100

microfiche. Finally, evidence of increasing foreiqn interest in

U.S. educational developments was reflected in an increase of

129%, reaching 6,000 microfiche in 1970.

Table 48.3 cross-tabulates user categories with frequency of

microfiche use during 1970. Among individual ERIC users, microfich

was heavily exploited. Over 80% of these persons reported using

the microfiche capability at least 1-10 times per year. Further,

48% of respondent users took advantage of the system by using

more than 11 microfiche titles during the year. The heaviest

claimed use was by Research and Development Center personnel

(90.2%) and by individual consultants (100%) who reported using

nt least 1-10 titles per year. Other occupational groups that

used microfiche heavily were administration (90%) and teathing

personnel (85.6%). Graduate (74.5%) and undergraduate (55%)

students weported less frequent but still very substantial use

of microfiche, Following the pattern that seems to occur frequenti

with use of ERIC services, there was no statistically vaild

difference in microfiche use between males and females. Those

involved with current research (90%) tended to use microfiche

more than those not so involved (76%). Finally, those who had

published recently (92%) also tended to use microfiche more

than non-publishing users (79%).

Table 48.4 estimates, for the various educational organi-

zations, the average number of people who used microfiche in a

typical week. Given that researchers and professional persons

involved in publishing are heavy users of microfiche (Table 48.3)
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it follows (see Table 4B.4) that the number of people who are esti-

mated to use microfiche each week at colleges and universities

is far greater than that in any other organization, since most

educational research and authorship takes place among university

faculty. It should be noted as well that the simple concentration of

people at a single college campus is very high; thus the potential

number of ERIC users is increased by population alone. Regional

Educational Laboratories and R & D Centers generally have some

close contact with a university campus, thereby having

university's influence

These data most likely

life.

to increase its number of users

reflect this simple demographic

the

as well.

fact of

Other data in this table tend to conflict with some of the

earlier findings. Data in Table 413.3 show that 90% and 85% of

administrators and teachers respectively use microfiche heavily

during the year.

people per week

and only 9.8 of

However, Table 4B.4 estimates that only 2.8

tend to use microfiche at a secondary school,

state department personnel (some of whom must

classified administrators) use it. (A cautionary note:

48.3 reflects a broad samp1 ,7: of individual users with a

Table

be

sizeable

representation of administrators and teachers (150), whereas the

organization sample included no elementary and only 2 secondary

schools reporting estimates).

Table 4B.5 cross-classifies users by occupation with the

purpose for which they used microfiche. The four heaviest classes

of users (see Table 48.3) had a variety of purposes for using

microfiche. Administrators used it first for research

118
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projects, seconcl for keeping abreast in their fields. They alsn

used it heavily for assignments and term papers (presumably for

work on advanced degrees) and for program improvement. Teachers

reported frequent use of microfiche for research projects, assign-

ments and term papers, keeping abreast in a field, and speech,

report, article preparation in that order. R & personnel

again used it primarily for research but also to keep abreast

in their fields. Finally, consultants used microfiche for cur-

riculum development first, and equally as much for program

improvement and speech or article preparation second. As might

be expected, overall, those reporting having conducted research

used microfiche more heavily than non-research respondente.

Table 413.6 evaluates microfiche in terms of its useful-

ness. Overall it can be seen that, of those who have used micro-

fiche, only a small percentage found it of little value (.5?;).

The research and publication variables do not produce any signi-

ficant distinctions in usefulness rating among users although,

as has- been shown before (Table 4B.3) , researchers and publish-

ers actually use it more than non-researchers and non-publishere.

Across occupations, if we exclude one category where N < 5, users

overall found the microfiche capability very useful (62.571.

Obviously, if we excluded the percentage which indicated "7ever

used," judgments on usefulness by actual microfiche users woul0

be even stronger.

Naturally, one cannot use microfiche without the equir-

ment necessary to read it. Therefore, the organization quest-

ionnaire requests information on whether those organizations

11 9
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providing ERIC products and services had microfiche readers,

printers, duplicators or portable readers and, if so, how eany.

That data is cross-tabulated in Table It woulel be rea-

sonable to expect that those organizations having the most

equipment available would have the heaviest :qicrofiche usage. 3v

eomparing the data in Table 43.4 with Table 43.7, we can se r. that,

by and large, this expectation is borne out, i.e., universities

and R & D Centers have the largest amount of equipment available

-and make the most use of it. There are, however, some exceptions:

state departments of education, local and regional information cen-

and other Federal organizations all have a high relative proportio-

of equipment but with relatively low per week usage rates. Clearl

the availability of equipment has not produced heavy usn

pereonnel in these organizations. .Although the seconclarv school

recorded the lowest relative amount of equipment, individual user

respondents identifying themselves as elementary and secondary

school personnel (33 in sample) reported 239, had accessibility

to microfiche readers. Of the 12% lackin'T such accessibility,

90% reported they would use readers if available.

N11 catagories of users respondinej on inJividual user ques-

tionnaires (see Tale 413.8) were asked whether they had a mic-

rofiche reader readily available to them. Overall 73?- of -7IC

users reported a microfiche reader easily accessible. Tnone who

did not (5%) were asked whether they would use microfiche if a

reader were more accessible to them. strong percentage (97%)

responded that indeea they would. (non-respondents account for

22%)

120
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The educators and information service managers of the ERI

Advisory Panels had numerous observations to make about micro-

fiche use. Comments directly related to the fiche indicated tha

quality has been erratic; that fiche related to one document

should be connected and provided in a "multiple fiche" envelope.

Several indicated need for more computer research potential. Se

felt it would be helpful if Clearinghouses could sell microfichE

A consistent theme of the Panel meetings was the need fol

more, better, and less expensive hardware--readers and reader

printers, etc. These comments reinforce the user preferences

indicated in Table 48.8.

Hard Copy,

Similar data was collected on the use of hazd copy. Tab:

413.10, taken from EDRS sales orders,
ishows the number of hard

copy units sold through other than standing order channels, in

1969 and 1970, cross-classified by purchasing organizations. G:

in non-standing-orders of ERIC microfiche was shown in Table

48.2 above, indicating an overall growth rate of 51%. During

the same period individual orders for hard copy documents

increased 34% (Table 48.10).

Table 4.11, developed from data collected through the i

vidual user questionnaire, cross-tabulates the frequency of

use of hard copy during 1970 with the prima7,7y association to

which respondents be3ong. Hard copy clearly has a different us

population than does microfiche. Users listing secondary

schools as their primary association reported using hard copy I

frequently than microfiche, with 1970 use of 1-10 or more of

hard copy (53%) and microfiche(78%). More frequent users of
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hard copy were State Department of Education (62%) and Regional

Educational Laboratories (63%). In Contrast users at colleges

and universities reported only 46% frequency use of hard copy.

Tables 4B.12, 413.13, and 4B.14 were also drawn from data

gathered through the questionnaire to indivithial users. 4E1.12

cross-classifies frequency of hard copy use as clearly not as

high as that of microficne (compare Tables 43.3 and 4B.12).

Generally, slightly more than half of ERIC users use hard copy

where over 80% use microfiche'. Among the users of hard cony

it can be seen that R & D personnel, teachers and administrators

are the most frequent users. Students, both graduate and under-

graduate, by contrast, are the most infrequent users. Again

we find little distinction among male and female users, and, in

keeping with trends over the entire ERIC system, we find more use

among researchers and authors. The overall data in this table

suggest that hard copy is not as widely used as microfiche.

Interpretation of this frequency of use data should take into

account the large files of standing order microfiche available to

users in a majority of the centers studied, as contrasted to a

typically smaller number of hard copy documents purchase0

individually by the centers at much greater expense per cony.

Refer to first paragraPh in this section for relative costs of

microfiche and hard copy.

Table 4B.1.4 cross-classifies users with the degree to which

they find hard copl usel.ful. The responses shown in this table

are only moderately positive. Further, only half of responder'Is

have actually used hard copy. Hence, this finding is only a weak

indication of positive evaluation at best.
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The general trend in which researchers find ERIC pro-

ducts more useful than non-researchers is true for hard copy as

well. Likewise, those who publish find hard copy more useful

than non-publishers.

Table 4B.15 presents data on the change in microfiche/

hard copy use ratio. This data is drawn from EDRS sales and dis-

tribution records. The data in Tables 4B.12-4B.-14 1..k provided

evidence that hard copy u.cuuments have not been used as frequent]

as microfiche. Table 4B.15 further emphasizes the relative popu-

larity of microfiche over hard copy. Of the ten specific organ-

izations listed, six placed more individual orders for hard copy

than microfiche during 1969. In 1970, however, only three

organization groups ordered more hard copy than microfiche.

In sum, these data simply reflect the increasing use of

microfiche over hard copy documents, a trend that is confirmed

in individual user data in this section.



TABLE 43.1

STANDING CIDERS* FOR ALL DOCUMENTS

June, 1971

CITED IN RIE

Ignft_i_1221

Type of Institution No. % No. %

Highsr Eduoation 87 71.5 281 70.0

Local Schools 17 13.9 20 5.0

State Agencies 9 7.3 31 7.7

Other 9 7.3 70** 17.3

Total 122 100.0 402 100.0

Source: EDRS Sales and Dist--).-ibution Records
* USOE and privately supported ERIC microfiche collections. A listing

of such collections is included in Chapter 3, Vblume III.
** Includes:

ial it
FOreign 21 5.3%
Prof. Org. 11 2.7
Federal 13 3.2
Reg. Labs 11 2.7
Other 14 3.4



TABLE 48.2

INDIVIDUAL ORDERS FOR MICROFICHE
Units Sold

Purchasing
1969

July-Dec

1970

July-Dec
Percent Change

Jan-June Jan-JuneOrganization 1969-1970

Higher Education 12,237 16,538 19,635 21,189 +41.9

Local Schools 5,070 5,705 9,165 5,502 +36.1

Individuals 1,943 1,699 2,933 3,312 +71.5

Commercial Orgs. 856 808 1,168 2,556 +123.8

Foreign 1,279 1.769 2,966 3,895 +129.1

Prof. Asso. & Found. 215 87 399 206 +100.3

State Agencies 931 324 844 336 -6.0

Federal 261 210 1,042 807 +292.6

Non-Profit 297 683 252 228 -51.0

REL's and R & D Cent. 62 132 495 641 +485.6

All Other 413 568 777 747 +55.3

All Other Public 146 482 38 301 -46.0

Overall 23,710 29,005 39,714 39,720 +50.69

Source: EDRS 0ales and Distribution Records



Occupation

TABLE 48.3

aggENcy OF M/CROFICHE USE

Never

DURING 1970

111- titles/yr.1-10 titles/yr.

Administration 10.0% 30.0% 60.0% 100%(50)

Teaching 14.4 45.4 40.2 100Z(c)7)

Pupil Pers. Serv. (4)'*

R D 9.8 12.2 78.0 100%(41)

Library 16.1 35.7 48.2 100%(56)

Consulting 0.0 30.8 69.- 100A13)

Undergraduate 45.0 40.0 15.0 100%(20)

Graduate 25.6 31.6 42.9 100;:,(133\

Other 5.0 45.0 50.0 100/(20)

Overall 17.7 33.c. 48.4 100%(434)**

Sex

Male 14.5 29.5 56.0 100'4(193)

Female 20.9 36.8 42.3 100%(234),"

Conducted Research

Yes 9.9 33.1 56.9 100(181)

No 24.2 31.3 44. 5 100%(227)

Published

Yes 7.8 32.2 60.0 100%(115)

No 20.8 34.0 45.2 100%(312)3 s

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
*Where Nir5, Calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed. ,

126



TABLE 4B.4

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE USING MICROFICHE

Number of
Re-Dorting Organization

IN A TYPICAL WEEK AT TYPES OF ORGANIZATIONS

Organization
Mean Number
of Users

Secondary School 2.8 2

College or University 48.5 64

State Dept. of Ed. 9.8 31

Reg. Ed. Laboratory 12.8 13

R & D Center 18.3 6

Professional Org. 2.8 4

Office of Ed. Reg. Office 5.2 6

Other Federal Agencies 10.6 5

Local or Reg. Info. Canter 7.2 5

Business or Industry 1.2 7

Other 4.8 25

23.3 168

Source: Organization Questionnaire
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TABLE 4B.6

Occupation

EVALUATION OF MICROFICHE

No Ue Never Used

(In percentages)

Very Useful
3 41 2 5 6

Administration 68.1% 14.9% 4.3% 8.5% 0.0% 4.3% 100% (47)

Teaching 58.9 12.2 12.2 4.4 0.0 12.2 100% (90)

Pupil Pers. Serv. (4)*

R & D 67.4 19.6 4.3 4.3 0.0 4.3 100% (46)

Library 64.9 15.8 8.8 1.8 0.0 8.8 100% (57)

Consulting 78.6 0.0 21.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100% (14)

Undergraduate 61.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 5.6 27.8 100% (18)

Graduate 58.5 15.4 3.3 1.6 0.0 21.1 100% (123)

Other 66.7 14.3 9.5 4.8 4.8 0.0 100% (21)

Overall 62.5 14.0 7.4 3.3 0.5 12.1 100% (420)**

Conducted Research

Yes 61.5 18.1 8.8 2.7 0.0 8.8 100% (182)

No 64.3 11.4 4.3 3.5 0.5 15.7 100% (210)**

Published

Yes 60.5 17.5 11.4 4.4 0.0 6.1 00% (114)

No 63.4 13.2 5.3 3.3 0.3 14.5 100% (303)**

Organizations 64.1 16.9 6.6 4.1 0.0 8.2 100% (195)

Sources: Individual and Organization Questionnaires
* Where N45, calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.



TABLE 48.7

MLOUITILERZLOMELAMILA2LE

Portable
gmanization Readers Printers Duplicators Readers

5: 'Y I

Secondary School 1.3 .5 0 0

College or University 3.1 .5 .1 14.

Stata Dept. of Education 1.8 1.0 .3 1.3

Reg. Ed. Lab. 1.8 .9 .1 .4

R & D Center 2.2 .8 .2 1.9

Professional Org. 1.2 .7 .2 .3

OE Regional Office 1.5 .8 0 .2

Other Federal 1.9 .5 .1 .9

Local or Reg. Info. Cent. 2.0 .7 .3 .7

---

Business or Industry 1.0 .3 .3 .4

Other .9 .4 .1 .3

2.1 .6 .1 .6

Source: Organizational Questionnaire

1 ,:10



TABLE 4B.8

MICROFICHE REALER EASILY ACCESSIBLE

No No Resnonse (N)

72.9% 5.3% 21.1% 100% (494)

If NO, Would USe if More Accessible

Yes No

87.5% 12.5%

N=32

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

V31



TABLE 4E.10

INDIVIDUAL ORDERS FOR HARD COPY DOCUMENTS
Units Sold

Purchasing
1969

July-Dec

1970

July-Dec
Percent Change

Jan-June Jan-JuneOrganization 1969-1970

Higher Education 9,969 8,149 10,716 12,763 +29.6

Local Schools 5,159 3,189 6,421 6,203 +51.2

Individuals 2,733 1,820 3,625 4,325 +74.6

Commercial Orgs. 1,722 1,732 1,514 1,606 -9.6

Foreign 1,513 2,121 2,937 2,806 +58.0

Prof. Assoc. & Found. 371 296 308 480 +18.1

State Agencies 864 327 460 325 -34.1

Federal 368 285 557 594 -76.3

Non-Profit Orgs. 552 531 274 418 -36.1

REL's and R & D Cent. 127 308 203 158 -17.0

All Other 274 416 118 908 +48.7

All Other Public 611 521 638 578 +7.4

Overall 24,263 19,695 27,771 31,164 +34.1

Source: EDRS and Distribution Records

132



TABLE 4B.11

- NUMBER OF ERIC HARFCCARY.DOPUMENTS
USED DURING 1970

BY RESPONDENTS' PRIMARY ASSOCIATION

Primary Association None_ 1-10 11-25
More Than

N25

Prescnool 57.1% 42.9% O. 0.0% 100% (5)

Elementary 55.2 39.7 3.4 1.7 100% (58)

Secondary 47.1 44.1 2.9 5.9 100% (34)

College or
University 54.0 35.2 7.5 3.3 100% (213)

State Department
of Education 38.5 46.2 15.4 0.0 100% (13)

Regional
Educational
Laboratory 37.0 37.0 14.8 11.1 100% (27)

Research and
Development
Center 53.8 30.8 7.7 7.7 100% (13)

Professional
Organization

(1)*

Office of Educe-
tion.Regional
Office

(4) *

Other Federal
Agency 75.0 12.5 0.0 12.5 100% (8)

Local or Regional
Information
Center

(2)*

Business or Industry
(1) *

Other 58.7 30.4 6.5 4.3 10W: (46)

Overall 52.9 36.1 7.0 4.0 100% (427)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

*Where N1:15, calculations have been omitted.

7-e-1



Occupation

TABLE 4B.12

FREQUENCY OF HARD COPY USE

11+ documents (N)Never

DURING 1970

1-10 documents

Administration 45.8% 35.4% 18.7% 100;1(48)

Teaching 45.3 45.3 9.5 100%(95)

Pupil Pers. Serv. (4)*

R & D 39.1 41.3 19.6 100%(46)

Library 51.8 33.9 14.3 100%(56)

Consulting 46.2 38.5 15.4 100%(13)

Undergraduate 65.0 35.0 0.0 100%(20)

Graduate 65.2 29.5 5.3 10010(132)

Other 70.0 30.0 0.0 100%(20)

Overall 537 35.9 10.4 100%(434)**

Sex

Male 52.3 37.6 10.2 100%(197)

Female 53.5 34.8 11.7 100%(230)**

Conducted Research

Yes 42.2 42.2 15.7 100%(185)

No 61.4 30.9 7.6 100%(223)1'

Published

Yes 42.2 43.1 14.7 100%(116)

No 57.7 32.3 10.0 100%(310)**

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
*Where N<5, Calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 48.14

EVALUATION OF HARD COPY

Very Useful

21
Occupation

Administration 13.9% 11.1%

Teaching 22.9 12.9

Pupil Pers. Serv. --

R & D 21.6 13.5

Library 17.4 8.7

Consulting 11.1 22.2

Undergraduate 13.3 6.7

Graduate 20.9 14.5

Other 9.1 9.1

Overall 19.3 12.5

Conducted Research

Yes 24.3 17.1

No 16.0 8.9

Published

Yes 22.7 16.5

No 18.5 11.8

Organizations 24.6 16.0

3 4

16.7% 16.7%

14.3 4.3

_-

13.5 8.1

26.1 8.7

0.0 11.1

6.7 0.0

5.5 2.7

0.0 0.0

11.9 5.9

13.2 5.9

12.4 5.9

13.4 6.2

12.2 5.9

21.9 10.2

Sources: Individual and-Organization Questionnaires
* Where N<5, Calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed.

No Use Never Used (N)

5 6

2.8% 38.9% 100% (36)

0.0 45.7 100% (70)

-- (3)*

5.4 37.8 100% (37)

0.0 39.1 100% (46)

0.0 55.6 100% (9)

6.7 66.7 100% (15)

1.8 54.5 100% (110)

18.2 63.6 100% (11)

2.4 48.1 100% (337)*

0.7 38.8 100% (152)

3.0 53.8 100% (169)*

3.1 38.1 100% (97)

1.7 50.0 100% (238)*.

0.5 26.8 100% (187)



TABLE 4B.15

CHANGE IN MICROFICHE HARD COPY RATIO

Individual Orders

1969 1970

Jan-June July-Dec Jan-June July-Dec

Higher Education 1.22 2.02 1.68 1.66

Local Schools .98 1.49 1.29 .89

Individuals .71 .94 .80 .77

Commercial Orgs. .50 .46 .57 1.59

Foreign .84 .83 .92 1.39

Prof. Asso. & Found. .58 .29 .72 .43

State Agencies 1.07 .99 1.27 1.03

Federal .70 .74 1.25 1.36

Non-Profit Orgs. .54 1.28 .90 .55

RELls and R & D Cent. .48 .42 1.08 4.06

All Other 1.50 1.36 1.26 .32

All Other Public .24 .92 .80 .52

AVERAGE .98 1.42 1.28 1.27

Source: EDRS Sales and Distribution Records
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Section C

THESAURUS OP ERIC DESCRIPTORS

The Thesaurus of ERIC Descriptors, now in its third

edition, is used to index and enter documents into the ERIC

system and to assist users in searching the system. It is

a structured vocabulary of approximately 7,000 educational terms

developed and brought up-to-date by educators who review the

literature in thejr field. It is intended to give all edu-

cators not only insight into the ERIC system but also an in-

creaselawareness of the language of education. Further infor-

mation about the Thesaurus can be found in the foreword to the

1970 edition by Dr. Frederick Goodman entitled "The Role and

Function of a Thesaurus in Education."

The purpose of this study is to provide an overview of the

people who have been using the ERIC Thesaurus, why and how they

have been using it, and what triey think of it. This user study

does not attempt to assess the qualities and errors of the

Thesaurus that can be measured independently of users, such as

matters of internal design, development, and produOtion of the

Thesaurus.

The most frequent users of the Thesaurus appear to be

persons in the "Library" and"Research and Development" cate-

gories, with graduate students and teachers as next heaviest

users (Table 4C.1). Correspondingly, it can be noted that

the least frequent Thesaurus users are administrators, under-

graduates, and consultants. (Again, the small sample size

for the "undergraduate" and "consultant" categories should

be noted and thos figures treated with caution.) Additional
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characteristics of Thesaurus users as a croup are: (1) appro-

ximately a 10% greater proportion of male than female.users;

(2) a greater percentage of users with the doctorate and masteris

degrees; (3) a greater percent of people who have conducted

recent research; (4) a greater percentage of people who have

recently published works in their field.

In sum, it appears that, among individual user respon-

dents, those using the Thesaurus can be generally characterized

as people involved with library work or research and develop-

ment activities who have recently done research, and have

published or presented papers in the professional area in the

past 5 years. The data also suggest that administrators and

undergraduates use the ERIC Thesaurus least. This could mean

that either the Thesaurus does not seem as helpful to these

groups as it does to other gruups or that use of this tool has

xl,nt been adequately explained to potential administrative and

zzgraduate users.

Individual users were also asked (see Table 4C.2)

whether they go initially to the Thesaurus when using RIE or

CIJE. The question eliminated all persons not regularly using

the Thesaurus. Overall, approximately the same percentage (13%)

first go to the Thesaurus in conjunction with use of RIE and

CIJE. Further, research activity does not distinguish sign:71ft-

cant17 between these two groups although., in both caes, mare

people involved witn research use the Thesaurus The table

also sows that more people who have published currently in thefr

field use the Thesaurus. And, of those who publish, more con-

sult CIJE than RIE by 6%. Those who have not published recently
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use RIE somewhat more often.

Occupationally, there seem to be specific preferences

for initial utilization of the Thesaurus in conjunction with

RIE or CIJE. Administrators and teachers appear to consult the

Thesaurus most when using CIJE. On the other hand graduate

students, undergraduate students, and R & D personnel tend to

consult the Thesaurus most whemusing RIE. There seems to be littlE

or no preference among library personnel who are Thesaurns

users. These data suggest that there are only minor differences

among users of CIJE or RIE in terms of initial utilization of

the Thesaurus.

Users were also asked (Table 4C.3)how useful they con-

sidered the Thesaurus. Among those who actually use the ER7C

Thesaurus, far more of both organizations (79%) and indiviErual

users (63%) find it useful than do not. Those involved with

research activities apparently find it more useful than those

notso involved, but there seems little difference in opinion

about its usefulness among those who publish and those who do

not--both seem to find the Thesaurus useful. Within occnnation-

al categories, however, opinions vary. Those who find tne

Thesaurus most useful are graduate students, library persmumel,

and R & D center personnel. This information suggests thr.-

the Thesaurus is found very useful by those who are cont-anually

involv;u with library search and accustomed to the techmiaue

of infori tion search. Those not necessarily concerned vi-trith

informat on search as a major occupational endeavor (admnnizt-

tors, teachers, consultants, undergraduates) still find tine ERIC

Thesaurus system useful, but not to the same degree as Li-ra.mians.
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The Advisory Panel discussants noted general user sat-

isfaction with the Thesaurus. Other panel comments about

the Thesaurus were: "Most useful when search goal is a subject

which crosses lines (like creativity) or when the terminology

is unspecific or colloquial and needs verification." "Very

good, although lay terminology and Thesaurus terminology are

not always compatible. Thesaurus, however, allows for broad

cross-referencing." "Such use is mandatory when working with

computer searching."

Data from the site visits revealed a wide variety of opin-

ions. Clearinghouse respondents indicated considerable satis-

faction although they indicate a need for more scope notes and

a need for an identifier index. Other respondents at the

sites were less happy with the Thesaurus. One information center

indicated that its Thesaurus was little used. Another said

that documents were six months behind, and that categories had

too many descriptors while topics were identified by too few.

Further, training people in use of Thesaurus is difficult; people

can't just "walk in off the street" and use it.

A Reading Resource Center respondent remarked simply that

"the Thesaurus is awful without training. People cannot trans-

late their information needs into the terminology of the Thesaurus

without some assistance during early or initial usage." A

'legional Laboratory spokesman repeated this last criticism with

respect to his own group. "ERIC needs a program training manual

which introduces potential users to the theory and practice be-

hind the Thesaurus.

,442
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A respondent in a State Department of Public Instruc-

tion remarked that the problem is rather with the application

of the Thesaurus than with the Thesaurus itself. "A document

may be indexed under a given descriptor when there may actually

be only a small amount, perhaps junt a sentence, applicable

to, or described by, that descriptor. The basic themes of the

documenv . as a whole-- or of its major sections or parts--should

be emphasized, but not every single item." One respondent

observed that a management decision was going to have to be

made as to whether or not ERIC should be geared to public school

personnel, teachers, administrators, etc., or to researchers.

It could not be done for all in his judgment.

When asked whether Thesaurus headings were specific enough

to avoid getting too much unrelated material, the panelists

had a variety of comments. One suggested that some additional

breakdown was needed; for example, areas such as "innovations"

and "exceptional" should be reconsidered. Several indicated

the need for a more consistent policir among Clearinghouses with

regard to assigning descriptors. Some complained that new

terminology was slow to be added, while other panel members

suggested that attention should be paid g174i as much to re-

moving outdated terms as to adding new ones. It was also suggested

that documents are not always indexed to t"the most appropriate

term. Due to the decentralized system the terms have tended to be-

come too specific in mesning--agmlying to a particular disci-

pline.

When asked by site visitors whether they felt tha&._ addi-

tional data elements would be useful for describing the ERIC
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documents, respondents had several suggestions. Need was ex-

pressed for a title index and an identifiers index. Documents

should be identified by category (e.g. rePort, speech, etc.);

identifiers need to be standardized. Descriptors are too limited.

With all these elements considered respondents assented strong-

ly the need for a national computer system for searching with

instant retrieval. Some suggested DATRIX as an exaMple of what

is needed.

Respondents to the individual users questionnaire were

asked whether they considered as current the language chosen for

descriptors (see Table 4C.4). This reflects the degree to

which the language chosen for descriptors and used in indexing

in CIJE and RIE is current in'-the representative educational

fields.

There is almost unanimous agreement (93%) among respon-

dents that indeed the language of the descra.ptors is current. The

only exception to this agreement are undergraduates using the

Thesaurus who reported 50% emproval on a small sample size.

It is noteworthy that people actively involved with current

school problems (i.e. administrators, teachers, consultants and

graduate students) find the descriptors most current and repre-

sentative. It is not _unreasonable to assume that this finding is a

function of their professional and pre-professional everyday

involvement with researdn related to current problems.

Finally, users were asked (see Table 4C.5) to evaluate

descriptors nsed to index RIE and CIJE as to specificity. Like

the previous table, the information provided here suggests the

effectiveness of descriptors used in the Thesaurus. It has al-
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ready been established that, by and large, the descriptors are

very useful and expressed in current language of the field; this

data presents a finer discrimination, examining whether or not

the descriptors have the appropriate degree of specificity.

Again, there is overwhelming evidence (84%) that the descriptors

are satisfactorily stated. Among these few users who felt that

the descriptors were not satisfactory, a small percent of

teachers (15%) R & D personnel (14%) and the undergraduates (20%)

felt they were too specific and one consultant felt they were too

general. However, the number involved in the sample indicate

that since so few poeple felt dissatisfied, the descriptors in

general are highly satisfactory.
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TABLE 40.1

FREQUENCY OF THESAURUS USE

Occupation

Never

DURING 1970

6+ times/yr. 11111-5 times/yr.

Administration 44.4% 17.8% 37.8% 100%(45)

Teaching 36.5 24.3 39.2 10o(74)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- (2)*

R & D 23.1 30.8 46.2 l00%(39)

Library 8.3 41.7 50.0 l00%(48)

Consulting 36.4 54.5 9.1 100%(11)

Undergraduate 42 9 35.7 21.4 100%(14)

achlate 29.2 37.2 33.6 100%(113)

Other 35.0 40.0 25.0 100%(20)

Overall 30.1 23.8 37.2 100%(366)**

Sex

Male 35.1 25.7 39.2 100%(171)

Female 26.7 37.9 35.4 1007)(195)**

Conducted Research

Yes 28,1 31.1 40.7 10TL(1(-7)

No 28:1 36.0 36.0 l00;;(178)**

Published

Yes 26.9 28.8 44.2 100%(104)

No 34.4 34.4 l00g256)**

Source: Individual User Quee:"Jamnaire.
*Where .N(5, Calculations.hame teen ou:itted.
**Tntsas differ because resmonse rateS differed. R
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TA3LE 4C.2

INITIAL UTILIZATION OF ERIC THESAURUS
BY USERS OF RIE AND CIJE

1111,Occupation

RIE

Administration 5.7%

Teaching 11.7

Pupil Pers. Serv. ---

R & D 21.0

Library 13.2

Consulting 8.3

Undergraduate 35.7

Graduate 12.1

Other 14.3

Overall 13.3

Conducted Research

Yes 15.4

No 11.4

Published

Yes 11.7

No 13.4

(35)

(77)

---

(38)

(53)

(12)

(14)

(116)

(14)

(361)

(94)

(261)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
* 4here NO, calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.

147

CIJE

15.4% (26)

15.9 (58)

--- (1)*

18.5 (27)

13.3 (45)

16.7 (6)

0.0 (3)*

7.5 (93)

33.3 (6)

12.8 (265)

16.4 (116)

12.1 (141)**

18.1 (72)

11.1 (190)**
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TABLE 4C.3

USERS OVERALL EVALUATION OF THESAURUS

aoaatiaa

Very Useful
2 3

No Use Never Used
(N)1 4 5 6

Administration 23.1% 17.9% 17.9% 15.5% 2.6,6 23.1% 100% (39)

Teaching 32.0 10.7_ 10.7 4.0 2.7 40.0 100% (75)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- -- -- -- -- -- (3)*

R 8, D 26.2 23.8 26.2 2.4 7.1 14.3 100% (42)

Library 37.7 22.6 15.1 11.3 0.0 13.2 100% (53)

Consulting 20.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 100% (10)

Undergraduate 6.3 12.5 12.5 0.0 6.3 62.5 100% (16)

Graduate 35.7 14.8 15.7 4.3 0.0 2-7.' 100:4 (115)

Other 40.0 0.0 20.0 13.3 0.0 26.7 100% (15)

Overall 31.3 15.8 158 6.3 1.9 29.1 100% (368)*A

Conducted Research

Yes 31.7 21.1 15.5 2.5 1.2 28.0 100% (161)

No 30.8 13.0 16.8 9.2 1.1 29.2 100% (185)**

Published

Yes 29.0 16.0 20.0 5.0 3.0 27.0 100% (103)

Oo 32.4 15.3 14.9 6.5 1.1 29.6 1006 (2i 2;**

Or9anizations 43.5 22.1 13.6 4.2 2.6 13.6 100% (191)

Source: Individual and Organization Questionnaires.
* Oihere N(5, Calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 40.4

ARE DESCRIPTORS REPRESENTATIVE
OF CURRENTLY USED UNGUAGE?

User Occupation Yes No

Administration 96.3% 3.7%

Teaching 93.1 6.9

Pupil Pers. Serv.

R & D 96.4 3.6

Library 93.2 6.8

Consulting 100.0 0.0

Undergraduate 50.0 50.0

Graduate 92.0 8.0

Other 100.0 0.0

Overall 92.8 7.2

Conducted Research

Yes 92.0 8.0

No 91.5 8.5

Published

Yes 93.2 6.8

No 89.0 11.0

Organizations 86.6 13.4

---___--_

Sources: Individual and Organization Questionnaires
* Where/U(5, calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.

_ial_

100% (27)

100% (58)

--- ( 2)*

100% (28)

100% (44)

100% ( 6)

100% ( 6)

100% (87)

100% ( 7)

100% (265)**

100% (112)

100% (142)**

100% (73)

100% (192)

100% (224)



TABLE 4C.5

EVALUATION OF SUBJECT HEADINGS DESCRIPTORS USED TO INDEX RIE
AND CIjE AS TO SPECIFICITY BY INDIVIDUAL SUBSCRIBERS

Occupation

Satisfactory
Too

Specific
Too

General Other

Administration 89.7% 10.3% 0.0% 0.0% 100% (29)

Teaching 80.3 14.8 1.6 3.3 100% (61)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- (2)*

R & D 85.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 100% (23)

Library 86.7 4.4 8.9 C.0 100% (45)

Consulting 80.0 0,0 20.0 0.0 100% (5)

Undergraduate 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 100% (5)

Graduate 82.6 9.8 3.3 4.3 100% (92)

Other 85.7 14.3 0.0 0.0 100% (7)

Overall 83.9 10.6 3.3 2.2 100%(274)**

Conducted Research

No 79.7 16.1 0.8 3.4 loog118)*

Yes 84.2 8.2 5.5 2.1 l00%(146)

Published

No 79.7 1.4 1.4 100% (74)**

Yes 83.8 9.1 4.1 3.0 100%(197)

N=494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
*Where N< 5, Calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed.
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Section D

RESEARCH IN EDUCATION AND RIE ANNUAL INDEXES

Research in Education (RIE) is a monthly abstract journal

7:-epared by the education Resource Informatioll Center (ERIC) to

ike possible the early identification and acqui:Aition of repa=7.-.5

3f interest to the educational community. RIF, printed._ and

_stributed by the SuPerintendent of Documemts G71,0), -7''ashingtoa,

C., and is available at a domestic subsa=2449or prize of $21..0

v.ear; foreign, $5.25; additional. RIE anne---amcras recently con-

JLeted educational research reports, descriptiossi of exemplar,.:

rograms, and other documents of interest to -c:ae educationa:

pmmunity. Directed to school administrators, -_eachers and azer-

-isors, students, school board members, comme=cial and industr--

-rganizatione educational:researchers, and p_ile public, this

ournal contains:

'A bibliographic listing and abstracts of current educwot-

ional documents.

-Subject, author, institutional sources4 and other inaexeli,

RIE publishes separately annual and semi-annual cumulative i=llemals

which may be purchased from the GPO. Since thdls publir:ation is

a major avenue for entering the ERIC system, ± is important to

know who and how many are using it as well as-the degree to

which users are satisfied with it.

Tables 4D.1 through 4D.6 present data gathered for the

-..ore analysis of RIE and its annual indexes. The bulk of the

data in these tables was gatherec, throurah the i:?dividaal user

questionnaire discussed in Chapter II of Volume III o.,Dpenda.:e0.

Numerous additional tables supporting and expaDding o- the analys:La

may be found under the corresponding chapter neading:LL7 Volume IV
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Parallel Tables.

Tables 4D.1 shows the numbers and types of RLE snibscribers

as well as growth in these numbers from August 1967 to Febrmary

1971. It must be noted that a peak was reached in Decelok,

1968,uten 4422 subscriptians were in force.(Also 750 copie

are ditstributed free each month takey educational agenciF.-

After a ,ramid increase from 1967 to 1968, the number of lut,

scriptiams seems to have readhed a plateau- In Februar7

RIE had 200 oaid subscribers from every state in the Unio,

the District of. ColuMbia, the Trust Territories of the Paci..0

Islands, and 50 foreign countries. Institutions of higher

education account for 38% of the subscriptions; state and Ic t

educational agencies have 27 percent; and all other groups, .hol6

35 percent of the subscriptions.

In terms of the various categories of subscribers itien-

tified, a number of trends seem apparent. Whereas certain cate-

gories account for a relatively stable percentage of total sub-

scriptions, others are in a state of flux. Individual sub-

scriptions have declined, both in terms of absolute numbers am

well as percentage (from 13 to 4 percent) of total subscriptions

held by this group. There was a drop in subscriptions which

occurred in large part between December,1968, and Februar7, 1971-

A steadier, but equally pronounced drop of subscriptions is

evident in the category of Commercial Organizations. Foreign

subscription, by contrast, were the sixth largest category- in

196 . 2our years later they are the third largest 07.rri can-

prisimp over 13 percent of all RIE subscribers. A solid core

of subscribers is formed by Institutions of higher education

153
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and by local schoda districts who together account for nearly

65 percent of all RIE subscriptions.

Table 4D.2 cross-tabulates user categories by occupa-

tion according to the frequency with which they use RIE. This

table suggests that users of RIE tend to be habitual. Of those

who ck use RLZ, the majority have searched through it more than

six t=mes ner year. Occupational categories reporting most

frequent r bf RIE included research and development, consul=-

ing, and, Library.

When we extrapolate to the professional role of users c-ff

RIE (TabIz 477-3) it is evident the most frequent users are

found among Megional Educational Laboratories, State Depart-

ments al Education, colleges and universities, and Research

and Devec1cpment Centers in that order. Local school adminis-

trators and teachers are frequent users of RIE but not ranked

among the highest. Elementary and pre-school groups use RIE

somewhat more frequently than users in Secondary Schools.

Whether or not a user has participated in research or

published mapers seems barely relevant to the number of times

RIE was consulted. Those who did research or had published

show only a slightly higher frequency of consultation.

Table 4D.4 estimates the number of people in various

categories who use RIE in a typical week. From Table 4D.4 it

can be seen that, of the twelve organizations or institutions

identified, institutes of higher learning draw the largest

ausolute number of users (69) followed by state departments

of educaton (35). Numbers of RIE users in businesses and in

15
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secondary schools is eztremelv low in these terms,attri.:1,

in. part to small sample size. Also, must he kept in

that the respondents sae organizations ..ervicimg ERIC ut,s_77s

It is possible that business and schot* personnel rely 01

college and university libraries for a2'7.,cess to RIE.

ments regarding intensity of usage should also be basea

reports by individual users (Table 4D-3 showing 44% used

mare than 6-10 times yearly and an addLoional 37% repor±ecT;

using RIE 1-5 times.

In order to obtain maximum congruency between the con-

tent of RIE and the needs of its users, it is important tx

know the reasons why RIE is being consulted. Table 4D.6 =on-

tains this information. As before, users are classifieci

according to their main professional role and function.

In readimg Table 4D.6 it is important not to lose

sight of the fact that respondents are categorized by primarv

professional role because part of the responses regardi= pur-

poses are undoubtedly generated by demands of these indtvi-

duals' secondary or tertiary professional functions (i-e.,

many teachers are alsm students for all or part of the year).

This seems evident in the case of administ=ators, 37% ct

whom used RIE mainly lox research projlects, and of teachmrs,

50% of whom consulted RZE for assignments and term papers.

In both cases overlapptmg within the Categories and of pro-

fessional roles is to 1,)e suspected.

Across occupational groups, "Updatin= of Course B:Lblio-

graphies" is among the least frequent usages. In this category

also beléng "Browsing" and "Other." There seem to be some
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dist-_nct =rends present iv* the data, mot generalizable across

occucatim-11-a ole, howe, 2. As could be expected, students,

bott gradmate and umder=-aduate, used RIE most frequently for

assicmmerts, term papers, and research projects. Whereas

these usEages are also prevalent among a number of other groups

of r-=,-P--1-s (teaching, researct and development, library), the

trend is a azttle less prcnounced in these cases. Not sur-

prizing1y, 0-frministrators ,isted "Program improvement" quite

freguenty as a reason for consulting =E.

Same distinct differences appaar due to the breakdman

of users into those who wer,e involvef im research efforts and

those who w not. Researchers in general consulted RIE signi-

ficamtly moms times for the purpose of= -Keeping abreast in a

field" than did non-researtters. The same seems to hold fox

use of RIE im research pjects. Otherwise, differences due

to this distinction among users are mzin=mal.

The preceding tables presnted in-Formation regarding

the usage of RIE. In Talbla 40.7 the qution is: How do

individmai 11-amrs use -13.=? From this 1-=71e it becomes apparent

that maot =salaws colEsuit aa to Locate a document which con-

tains* malleific informal:it:on. Without exception, all categories

report =sing PaEmos:',.. frequently to find some specific infor-

mation.. CweralI, only a relatively small group both scans

each issue r relevant information arld L:ses RIE as rr.:ource

document. °vernall, 17t (Df the =sers !--ad or scan each issue

for current awareness but apparently .:.ever look at them again.

Dc,,s a persaTs involvement in research affect his use

hap.1=s? ?ram the data in Table 40.7 the answer seems to be
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yes. However, one result is surprising. Researchers tend,

ommpared with noniresearchers, to belong in larger numbers to

the "sktr-as-thay-come-in" group and to use RIE relatively

little as a a.outce for information in later months or years.

A similar po ern appears for those who have published as

distinct from those who have not. In view of the fact that

classification az a researcher and as one who publishes may

coincide in ina cases, this Tmqt finding is not surprising.

Table 410.8 cross-tabulates user categories with their

evaluation of how useful RIE is in their work. In general,

those who use MIE are very satisfied with it, with 79% report-

ing on the two highest points of the 5-point scale. The data

in Table 413.8 is quite unambiguous in this respect. Only one

half of one percent of this group passed a "no use" judgment,

and only 13 percent rated R/E below a "2" on the 5-point

scale. Ibis favorable judgment is unanimous across occupa-

tions. is also not affectted lby differences between re-

searchers or non-researchers, or by differences among those

who =mbl shed anff those who did mot.

W±thin rill.- scope of a meneral favorable evaluation,

aaministrators find RIE least useful. Only 57 percent of this

group granted this publication a top "very useful" rating.

Whd-ther or mot this f&c= reflects a lack of emphasis in RIE

administration-oriented content cannot be determined from

this data.

Table 4D.9 shows how successful RIE has been at helping

journal subscribers to find information they need. Overall,

36.8% found such information often while 55.1% found it occa-

sionally. The panelists had numerous suggestions for making
r%157
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RIE more helpful. Among these were: flagging non-microfiche;

providing running heads (this from many panelists); merging

institutional entries without regard to subdivision; coding

level (age, elementary, etc.) and type (reports, speeches,

etc.); using page headings; returning to color coded sections;

omitting non-available documents; placing subject heading

guides at the top of each index page. The observation was

also made that indexing wan; sometimes careless and inconsis-

tent, e.g., as to whether indexing should be general or specific.

With regard to the quality and timeliness of materials

indexed in RIE, panelists had reservations. Material cm "hot

topics" was often not available. The quality was uneven.

These were the two basic comments, but they were echoea by

most of the panelists.

Aconmulated, annual RIE indexes provided yet another

possible entry polnl: into the ERIC system. Data was there-

fore collected an tble frequency with which these indexes were

used as well as on .respondent satisfaction with them. Table

4D.10 cross-tabulates use frequency with users' occupational

characteristics. It may be compared with Table 4D.2 in which

similar data on RIE have been summarized. The tables show

several quite conparable patterns of usage. So similar, in-

deed, that one ventures the hypothesis that both indexes may

be regularly used in conjunction.

It is notable, from Table 4D.10 that most occupational

grouns reflect the frequency breakdown shown in the overall

category. An exception is formed by the undergraduate group,

very few of whom consult the accumulated indexes more than

158
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five times a year. This group constitutes a clear contrast

with the other user groups.

Table 4D.11 cross-tabulates respondents with the de-

gree to which they found those annual indexes useful. If

we remove the 15% who never used the accumulative indexes,

four out of five actual users rated the indexes 1 or 2, indi-

cating a great deal of satisfaction. The overall percentages

match those for "Research" and "Published," an indication

that neither of these variables is related to degree of satis-

faction with the cumulative indexes.

Entries in the "never used" column are low, with the

exception of the undergraduate category. The table also indi-

cates that very few users have ambivalent feelings about the

cumulative indexes. Ratings of "3" are only relatively prom-

inent among the administration group which, relatively speak-

ing, is the most ambivalent of the categories.

A large body of additional data on RIE use and users

is included in the parallel tables of the Appendix, much of

which warrants further study. Information is also available

on user reaction to specific RIE problems, e.g., preferred treat-

ment of unavailable documents.
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TABLZ 40.2

Occupation

41aMy(Z_MSDalatajamr.CSE

(I+)

REPORTED BY INDIVIDUAL USERS

6+ times/yr.Never 1-5 times/yr.

Administration 14.9% 31.9% 53.2% 100% (47)

Teaching 17.4 42.4 40.2 100% (92)

Pupil Pers. Serv. AM ME OW M ii)nr, (3)*

R & D 8.9 33.3 57.8 100% (45)

Library 1.8 33.3 64.9 100% (57)

consulting 13.3 417.3 46.7 100% (15)

Undergraduate 30.0 50.0 20.0 100% (20)

Graduate 12.1 47.0 40.9 100%( 132)

Other 23.8 28.6 47.6 loo,-; (21)

Overall 13.4 39.8 46.8 100%(!32)**

Conducted Research

Yes 10.1 35.8 54.2 100%(170)

No 15.4 42.1 42.5 100(228)**

Published

Yes 10.4 37.4 52.2 100A(115)

No 14.1 41.5 44.4 100A311).**

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
*Where kl< 5, calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because number of respondents differed.
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TABLE 4D.3

USE OF RIE DURING 1970
By RESPONDENT'S PRIMARY ASSOCIATION

Primary
11121Ltia2R

aat_ _175_ 6-10

More
Than
10 (N)

Pre-school 16.7 16.7 50.0 16.7 1005 (6)

Elementary 8.6 50.0 20.7 20.7 100% (58)

Secondary 33.3 40.0 -13.3 13.3 100% (30)

College or
University 12.7 38.7 22.6 25.9 100%(212)

State Department
of Education 23.1 23.1 15.4 38.5 100% (13)

Regional
Educational
Laboratory 3.6 42.9 14.3 39.3 100% (28)

Research and
Development
Center 23.1 23.1 30.8 23.1 100% (13)

Professional
Organization 4..00001.. 1001.1. ---- (3)*.11.0.101

Office of
Education
Regional

Office 1410.0000 .04400.110. (4)*

Other Federal
Agency

. 28.16 28.6 14.3 28.6 100% (7)

Local or
Regional
Information
Center 0.0410.04.11 01.0000 ---- (2)*041.0041/0

Business or
Industry (1)*01/00.41.10 ----

Other 4.2 47.9 18.7 29.2 l00% (48)

Overall 12.7 39.5 21.2 26.6 100%(425)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire,
* Men N4C5, calculations have been otitted. 162



TABLE 4D.4

ESTIMATED MEAN NUMBER OF PEOPLE USING RIE
IN A TYPICAL WEEK BY ORGANIZATION

OrRanization R IN/

(2)Secondary School 1.0

College or University 44.1 (69)

State Dept. of Education 10.8 (35)

Reg. Ed. Laboratory 12.7 (13)

R & D Center 20.0 (8)

Professional Organization 10.8 (5)

OE Regional Office 7.2 (6)

Other Federal Agencies 13.6 (6)

Local or Reg. Infg. Center 12.8 (6)

Business or Industry 2.2 (5)

Other 8.1 (30)

Tc = 23.0 N = 185

Source: Organization Questionnaire
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TABLE 4D.5

USE OF RIE.DURING 1970
BY INDIVIDUAL USERS

% N

Never 12.3 (61)

1-5 36.7 (181)

6-10 18.7 (92)

More than 10 24.2 (119)

mo Response 8.1 (40)

Totals 100.0 (493)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 4D.7

WAYS IN WHICH RIE WAS USED DURING 1970
BY USER'S OCCUPATION

Occupation.

Read or Scan
Each Issue
for Current
Awaveness

Search Past
Issues or
Volumes to
Locate Specific
Information Both

Never
Used (N)

Administration 24.4% 58.5% 9.8% 7.3% 100% (41)

Teaching 16.2 70.0 8.7 5.0 100% (BO)

Pupil Pers. Serv. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100% (3)*

R & D 17.9 66.7 7.7 7.7 100% (39)

Library 17.6 68.6 11.8 2.0 100% (51)

Consulting 27.3 63.6 9.1 0.0 100% (11)

Undergraduate 14.3 57.1 7.1 21.4 100% (14)

Graduate 14.0 70.1 2.8 13.1 100%(107)

Other 14.3 57.1 21.4 7.1 100% (14)

Overall 16.9 66.7 8.1 8.3 100%(360)**

Conducted Research

Yes 23.7 59.4 9.4 7.5 10%(160)

No 12.2 71.1 7.8 8.9 100%(180)**

Published

Yes 24.5 59.3 6.9 3.8 IJ0%(102)

No 14.6 69.7 8.3 7.5 100%(254)**

Source: Individual User Data
*Vhere N(5, calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because number of respondents differed.



TABLE 4D.8

Occupation

EVALUMON OF RIE

No Use
Never

BI OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS

am
Useful

2

Used
1 6

Administration 56.5% 17.4% 19.6% 4.3% 0.0% 2.2% 100% (4

Teaching 69.6 12.0 7.6 2.2 0.0 8.7 100% (9

Pupil Pers. Serv. ---- -_-- -_-- ---- (

R & D 68.9 11.1 13.3 2.2 0.0 4.4 100% (4

Library 86.2 5.2 1.7 5.2 0.0 1.7 100% (5

Consulting 75.0 8.3 0.0 8.3 8.3 0.0 100% (1

Uhdergraduate 50.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 25.0 100% (2

Graduate 60.9 16.4 10.2 3.1 0.0 9.4 100% (1.

Other 61.1 16.7 11.1 5.6 0.0 5.6 100% (1

Overall 66.6 12.8 9.5 3.3 0.5 7.3 100% (4

Conducted Research

Yes 69.1 12.4 11.8 1.7 0.6 4.5 100% (T

NO 67.0 13.7 7.1 4.7 0.0 7.5 100% (2.

Published

Yes 64.9 14.4 9.9 5.4 0.0 5.4 100% (1:

No 67.8 13.0 8.3 3.0 0.7 7.3 100% (3(

OrganiF,ste. 68.3 16.8 7.4 2.5 0.0 4.5 100% (2(

Sources: If.64aa..1. User and Organization Questionnaire
* Where N lAoulations have teen omitted.
** Totalcl diar because rate of respondents differed.
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TE .4.9

HOW OFTEN 13A2RON FINDS IN 'ORMATION BEM LOOKED FOR IN RIE
B11 PROFESSIONAL JOI3RNAL SUBSCRIBERS

C.z..cunation Often Occasionally Never

1ministration 34.6% 57.0% 8.4% 100% (107)

Teaching 37.2 53.6 9.2 100% (196)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- -- -- (1)*

R & D 11.1 77.8 11.1 100% (9)

Library 46.7 53.3 0.0 100% (15)

Consulting 4-1.4 51.7 6.9 100% (29)

Undergraduate 33.3 50.0 16.7 100% (6)

Graduate 40.0 60.0 0.0 100% (15)

Other 6o.r 40.0 0.0 100% (5)

Overall 36.6 55.1 8.1 100% (383)

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire
* Where N4C5, ca/culations have been omitted
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TABLE 41).10

FREQUENCY OF USE OF

;-.CCUMULATED INDEXES FOR RIE

DURING 1970

BY OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS

Occuloation

Never 1-5 timem/yr. 6+ times/yr.

Administration 22.2% 31.1% 46.72

Teaching 27.8 30.4 41.8

Pupil Pers. Serv.

R & D 7.7 30.8 61.5

Library 12.2 12.2 75.5

Consulting 22.2 33.3 44.4

Undergraduate 37.5 50.0 12.5

Graduate 19.2 41.7 39.2

Other 9.5 38.1 52.4

Overall 19.4 33.1 47.5

Conducted Research

Yes 16.9 28.9 54.2

No 19.8 37.0 43.2

Published

Yes 15.4 32.7 51.9

No 21.4 32.8 45.8

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
*Where N( 5, calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed.

(N)

100% (45)

100% (79)

-- (3)*

1:1:: (49)

laci; (9)

100% (16)

100%(120)

100% (21)

100%(381)**



TAZLE 4D.11

EVAI1fl 1TION OF

Very

ACCEIAMMUQ)=EXES FOR RIE

No Use Never Used

OCIMPATION OF RESPONDENTS

Useful

3 41 2 5 6

Occupation

Administration 46.8% 14.6% 19.5% 2.4% 0.0% 14.6% 100% (41)

Teaching 51.2 22.6 9.5 1.2 0.0 15.5 100% (84)

Pupil Pers. Serv. (3)*

R & D 61.4 20.5 4.5 6.6 0.0 6.6 100% (44)

LabrarY 77.2 6.6 1.6 3.5 0.0 6.6 100% (57)

Consulting 77.6 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1 100% (9)

Undergraduate 23.5 11.6 5.9 0.0 11.6 47.1 100% (17)

Graduate 52.4 19.4 6.1 4.0 0.0 16.1 100%(124)

Other 66.6 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 12.5 100% (16)

Overall 56.5 17.0 7.6 3.3 0.5 14.9 100%(395)**

Conducted Research

Yes 56.7 17.0 9.9 2.9 0.6 12.9 100%(171)

No 57.6 16.1 6.5 4.0 0.0 13.6 100%(199)**

Published

Yes 56.0 16.5 10.1 5.5 0.0 11.9 100%(109)

No 56.3 17.6 7.5 2.9 0.4 15.4 100%(279)**

Organizations 66.6 13.9 4.6 2.6 0.5 9.6 100%(194)

Source: Individual User and Organization Questionnaires.
*Where Nir5, Calculations Itiagw teen omitted.
**Totals differ because :response rates differed.
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Section E

CuRRENT INDEX TO JOURNALS IN EDUCATION

CIJE, the Current Index to Journals in Education is also a

major access point for users of the ERIC system. It is a

monthly guide to the periodical literature begun in January 1969,

which indexed 11,707 articles in nearly 220 periodicals during its

first year alone. Two years later coverage had grown to more than

500 major educational and education-related publications. CIJE

includes a main entry section with annotations, and indexed by subject

and author. Semiannual and annual cumulative indexes are also

available.

Data on CIJE users, like that on RIE users, provides

important clues to the characteristics and behavior of both actual

and potential users of the ERIC system. Tables 4E.1-4E.6 present

data on CTJE. The bulk of it was derived from the individual user

questionnaire.

Table 4E.1 cross-tabulates the number and types of CIJE

subscribers as of February, 1971, when it reached a total of

2,271. As is the case with RIE, the largest number of subscribers

to CIJE is found among the institutions of higher learning. The

second highest group is formed by local school districts, closely

followed by foreign subscriptions. These three groups account for

over 80 percent of all subscriptions. Particularly noteworthy is

the virtual absence of individual subscriptions, somewhat fewer

than RIE. This may be due in part to the price of CIJE.
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Table.4E.2 cross-tabulates frequency of CIJE use with

the occupational categories of respondents. The table also

indicates whether or not respondents were engaged in research

and whether or not they published during the five years pre-

ceding completion of the questionnaire. The data indicate that

all three variables are relevant. Occupations agree on a

moderate absence of CIJE index uSe. Here, as in other cases,

it is prudent to consider only percentages based on groups in-

cluding at least 20 respondents. With two exceptions, this

sample indicates a "never" percentage close to the overall

index: 34.2 percent. The exception are library workers and

graduate students. Even among them, however, 22 percent and

27 percent respectively never use CIJE. On the other hand,

high frequency usage (i.e., six times or more per year) is

also common within these same groups, i.e., librarians report

a high usage rate of 41 percent and 27 percent of graduate

students report use of'CIJE six times or more during the past

year.

With respect to the research variable, those who indicated

not having done any research showed a considerably lower

frequency of use. Of this group only 23 percent consulted

CIJE. more than six times per year, and 45 percent used this

index only 1-5 times. Those who had been involved in research

divided nearly equally over the three options, A similar,

though somewhat enhanced picture is formed cn the publication

dimension.



Finally, of the 18 undergraduates responding, roughly

15 never used the index. One may tentatively conclude either

that undergraduates rarely feel the need for this journal or

are not yet aware of it after only two years of publication.

Table 4E.3 cross-tabulates various organizations with

the estimated number of people who use CIJE in a typical

, week. It goes without saying that the mean number of people

using CIJE in a typical week must be interpreted in terms of

the potential number of users. The high frequency at colleges

is, in this light, not surprising. The relatively high overall

mean, 17.2, is contributed largely by the colleges and univer-

sities. It is not prudent to rely on individual organization

means with a sample size of less than ten.

What are the reasons for using CIJE? Table 4E.4 discloses

some interesting differences among respondents in different

professional roles. Again limiting analysis to the large

groups, one notices that, with the exception of administrators,

use of CIJE for,,*asigqfpapts and term papers. Among users in--
administration, "keeping qbreast" and "curriculum development"

are the most impelling motives for using CIJE. "Assignments

ead term papers," by contrast, is a much more prevalent choice

for those in "teaching," "library" and "graduate" categories.

Indeed it seems that CIJE serves a variety of needs, depending

on the user.

One finding is that 20 percent of those who said they had

not conducted research checked "Research project" as their main

reason for using the CIJE. This puzzling finding can probably

14
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only be explained by assuming that responddnts used varying

definitions of "research" while filling out the questionnaire:

a "research project" may seem a different thing from "basic or

applied research."

Table 4E.5 cross-tabulates particular uses of CIJE with

the occupational category of respondents. The table also

correlates usage with the research and Publication variables.

Most users of CIJE (76 percent) consult it with a definite

purpose in mind. This trend becomes even clearer if one

excludes the nearly 18 Percent who never used CIJE. Roughly

two of every three actual users need specif:%c information for

which they search the index. This finding holds across

researchers and non-researchers alike as well as across those who

have published and those who have not. Those who primarily

scan the CIJE when new fall largely into two occupational groups:

R & D and administration. To what extent professional reading

habits play a role in this finding cannot be determined from this

data.

Table 4E.6 cross-tabulates occupational characteristics

with respondents' satisfaction with CIJE. Users rate CIJE

somewhat lower than they did RIE (no identity of users' groups

is implied). The overall statistics show that 58 percent rate

the index as highly useful (one or two). If we exclude the

"never used" category on grounds that no judgment regarding

satisfaction with CIJE can be involved, one of every four

actual users rates CIJE relatively low (3, 4 or 5). While
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three of four users are rather satisfied with the index. For

the RIE, the comparable statistic is roughly four out of five

satisfied customers (rating one or two).

In related measures of usefulness CIJE compares favorably

with other such educational indexes (see.Table 4E.7). Overall,

individual user respondents ranked CIJE either "equally useful"

(40.7%) or "more useful" (48%). ERIC users in all of the

following professional and occupational categories rated CIJE

by similar vote "equally useful" or 'more useful:" local

schools.(preschool, elementary and secondary)acolleges and

universities, state departments of education, and Regional

Educational Laboratories. In only the category "college and

university" did less than one-third 32.6%) of users propose

"more useful." By contrast, users from Regional Educational

Laboratories favored CIJE as more useful by 63%._
Soule of the panolists° comments made in November 1970

with reference to CIJE were noted in discussing RIE. Further

comments specific to CIJE were that it is too sporadic in its

publication; needs more annotation of citations; should be

more punctual in delivery.
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TABLE 4.3.1

NUMBER AND TYPES OF CIJE SUBSCRIBERS

February, 1971

TYPE Number Percent

Higher Education Institute 895 39.4%

Local School Districts 712 31.4

State Education Agencies 71 3.1

Individuals 15 0.6

Commercial Organizations 62 2.7

Foreign 302 13.3

Federal Agencies 36 1.6

Non-Profit Organizations 117 5.2

Other 61 2.7

TOTAL 2271 100%

SOURCE: CIJE Subscriber List
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TABLE 4E.2

FREQUENCY WITH IABICH CIJE WAS USED

DURING 1970

Occupation

Never 1-5 times/yr. 6+ times/yr. (N)

Administration 37.0% 34.8% 28.3% 100% (46)

Teaching 34.4 35.6 30.0 100% (90)

Pupil Pers. Serv. (3)*

R & D 32.6 372 30.2 100% (43)

Library 22.4 36.2 41.4 100% (58)

Consulting 54.5 27.3 18.2 100% (11)

Undergraduate 77.8 22.2 0.0 100% (18)

Graduate 27.1 45.7 27.1 100%(129)

Other 58.8 23.5 17.6 100% (17)

Overall 34.2 373 28.4 100%(415)**

Conducted Research

Yes 31.6 31.6 36.8 100%(171)

No 31.8 45.2 23.0 100%(217)**

Published

Yes 31.1 36.8 32.1 100%(106)

No 34.2 38.9 26.9 100%(301)**

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
*Where N< 5, Calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4E.3

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF PEOPLE
USING CIJE INA TYPICAL WEEK

Organization 1 (N)

Secondary School

College or University 37.1

State Dept. of Education 7.3

Reg. Ed. laboratory

R & D Center

Professional Organization

OE Regional Office

Other Federal Agencies 7.5

Local or Reg. Info. Center

Business or Industry

Other

2.5 (1)

(54)

(j2)

6.9 (10)

2.8 (5)

8.0 (5)

2.5 (6)

(5)

2.3 (5)

1.4 (3)

3.5 (23)

= 17.2 N = 149

Source: Organization Questionnaire
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TABLE 4E.5

WAYS IN WHICH CITE IS USED
BY OCCUPATION OF RESPONDENTS

Search past
Read or scan issues or
each issue volumes tO
for current locate specific
awareaess information Both Never Used (N)

1:22011

Administration 21.1% 52.6% 5.3% 21.1% 100% (38)

Teaching 16.2 60.3 7.4 16.2 l00% (68)

Pupil Pers. Serv. .W=5. -- (2)

R & D 25.0 52.8 2.8 19.4 100% (36)

Library 10.6 72.3 10.6 6.4 100% (47)

Consulting 20.0 60.0 0.0 20.0 l00% (5)

Undergraduate 8.3 33.3 0.0 58.3 100% (12)

Graduate 7.4 70.2 5.3 17.0 100% (94)

Other 20.0 60.0 10.0 10.0 100% (10)

Overall 14.1 62.2 6.1 17.6 lo05(312)

Conducted Research

Yes 15.6 64.4 5.9 14.1 100%(135)

No 13.5 61.3 6.1 19.0 100%(163)

Published

Yes 17.1 62.2 4.9 15.9 loo,h (82)

No 14.0 62.6 3.9 17.6 100;4(222)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
*Where N< 5, Calculations have been omitted.
**Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4E.6

OVERALL EVALUATION,OF CIJE
BY INDIVIDUAL USERS ADD BY ORGANIZATIONS

IBIELillg.1.11
No Use Never Used

Users' 1 2 3 4 5 6 (N)

Occupation

Administration 31.4% 20.0% 14.3% 11.4% 0.0% 22.9% 100% (35)

Teaching 41.8 20.3 7.6 2.5 2.5 25.3 100% (79)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- _- -- -- -- (3)*

R & D 43.9 12.2 12.2 12.2 0.0 19.5 100% (41)

Library 48.1 18.5 11.1 13.0 0.0 9.3 100% (54)

Consulting 42.9 14.3 28.6 14.5 0.0 0.0 100% (7)

Undergraduate 6.7 13.3 0.0 6.7 6.7 66.7 100% (15)

Graduate 43.9 15.4 13.8 5.7 0.0 21.1 100%(123)

Other 35.7 14.3 14.3 0.0 0.0 35.7 100% (14)

Overall 41.0 16.7 11.6 7.3 0.8 22.8 100%(371)**

Conducted Research

Yes 36.9 19.4 16.9 4.4 0.0 22.5 100%(160)

No 44.2 15.3 8.9 10.5 1.1 20.0 100%(190)**

Published

Yes 46.0 14.0 14.0 6.0 1.0 19.0 100%(100)

No 39.3 18.0 11.6 7.9 0.4 22.8 100%(267)*4

gEgAR1E2I10.11 31.0 21.9 19.8 8.0 0.5 18.7 100%(187)

Source: Individual and Organization Questionnaires.
*Whore N(5, Calculations have been omitted.

**Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4E.7

HOW CIJE COMPARES IN USEFULNESS WITH OTHER SUCH INDFXRS
HY RESPONDENT'S PRIMARY ASSOCIATION

Less
Useful

Eqpnlly
Useful

More
Useful

Primary
Association

Preschool 0.0% 60.0% 40.0 100% (5)

Elementary 12.2 41.5 46.3 100% (41)

Secondary 0.0 52.6 47.4 100% (19)

Gollege or
University 8.9 58.8 32.6 100% (135)

State Department
of Education 0.0 50.0 50.0 100% (8)

Regional Educa-
tional Lab 6.3 31.3 62.5 100% (16)

Research and Devel-
opment Center ---- (4)*

Professional
Organization _ - (1)

OE Research Office (3)

Other Federal
Agency 16.7 50:0 33.3 100% (6)

Local or Regional
Info. Center (1)

Business or
Industry ---- (1)

Other 11.1 40.7 48.1 100% (27)

Overall 8.2 52.4 39.3 100% (267)

Source: Indtvidual User QueStionnaive
* Where 1443 calculations have been omitted
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Section F

INDEXES Tu SPECIAL COLLECTIONS

In addition to the general indexes just discussed, there

are several special ERIC collections. These are: the Manpower

Research Inventory; Catalog of Selected Documents on the

Disadvantaged; Pacesetters in Innovation; Office of Education

Research Reports, 1956 through 1965; and Selected Documents in
1

Higher Education.

The data indicating the frequency with which these special

collections have been used is summarized in Table 4F.1. Specific

breakdowns by professional role or occupation of users are

presented separately for each collection, indicating occupation,

conduct of research, and publication by users. All of the data

in the tables used for analysis (Tables 4F.1 4F.11) are

derived from the individual user questionnaires discussed in

Volume XII of the Appendix. Additionally, two tables are

included (4F.13 and 4F.14) which summarize the estimated mean

usage per individual of special document collections during

1970 by occupation and by primary association.

For each special collection the overall frequency of use

is calculated from Table 4F.1. This table differs in the rate

of use from the frequency tables for the separate special

collections in that the non-response rate is figured for

overall use in Table 4F.1 but is not indicated in the separate

frequency tables for each collection arranged by occupation,

1
Exclusive of Higher Education Documents which cannot be
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conduct of research and publication by users.2 A second way

in which the frequency tables for each separate collection

differ from the overall data is that the rate of use for

Table 4F.1 is extended to more than 25 times per year while

the rate of use by the separate collection tables is limited

to specifying a use rate of six and more times per year.

Table 41%1 shows that overall 39 percent of the respondents

never use Pacesetters in Innovation. Of the actual users, 17

percent indicate using Pacesetters between 1-5 times per year.

Turning to the occupation breakdown (Table 4F.2) administrators

and teachers rank highest among those who never use this

collectsbon if one excludes the small group of undergraduates

responding. Those who conduct research and plablish seem

to z.se these documents somewhat more frequently than their

counterparts, but it is doubtful that these differences reflect

'a real trend rather than some incidental sampling characteristic

Table 4F.3 evaluates the degree to which respondents found

Pacesetters in Innovation useful. Analysis indicates some uncer

tainty as to the value of this collection in the eyes of

respondents. The table shows a relatively high number of

3 ratings, and only 17.7 percent overall rated this publication

at the upper end of the scale. As before, however, it seems

proper to restate this percentage, excluding non-users (and

non-respondents to this question). Of those who actually

2Non-respondents here is used to indicate those respondents

who returned usable questionnaires but who did not mark this

particular question. 186
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use Pacesetters, roughly 21 percent indicated that the

publication was relatively useful (1 and 2 ratings).

The overall use frequency pattern revealed n Table

4F.1 for the Catalog of Selected Documents on the Disadvantaged

resembles that for the Pacesetters. Relatively few respondents

(40%) ever used the Cataloa. Of those who did, roughly half

restricted its usage to less than six times a year. Higher

percentages for any particular occupational group more likely

than not are a function of small samples (Table 4F.4). Librar-

ians, consultants, and graduate students seem to favor the

Catalog somewhat more than other groups. Of those who used

it, the majority consulted it more than six times. A trend in

the reverse direction seems to prevail among those in the

teaching category.

No differences. appear with respect to either the research

or the publication variables.

Table 4F.5 presents users° evaluation of the collection

on the Disadvantaged. 'How satisfied were the users of this

catalog? As already mentioned in the discussion of Table 4F.1,

many respondents (roughly 40%) did not use the catalog at all.

A notable exception is again formed by organization-respondents

(Table 4F.5). Of this group, only one out of four responding

never coltsulted the catalog. In terms of individual users,

those that had not published apparently had even less need to

consult the catalog than those who had published. No such

difference is traceable to the research variable.
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This table (4F.5) shows that, excepting the organiza-

tions, nearly half of those who indicated having used the

Catalog expressed considerable satisfaction (1 or 2 ratings).

For organizations,this index is somewhat lower. About one of

four organizations arrived at such high ratings. The reason

for this difference is not apparent from the data available here.

Overall use frequency of Selected Documents in Higher

Education shows an even lower rate (28%) than for other special

collections (Table 4F.l). This is accounted for in part by

its unavailability for purchase.

Table 4F.6 cross-tabulates use frequen.cy of Selected

Documents in Higher Education with the occupational category

of users as well as research and publication variables. ERIC

product users in all occupation categories indicated rather

uniformly a low usage frequency for the Selected Documents in

Higher Education (SDHE) (not surprising, since copies cannot be

obtained from EDRS as noted above.) . Those who do use the

documents r how-ver, seem to have a relatively high and

frequent need for them.

Table 4F.7 presents datet_ on respondents' satisfaction

with the usefulness of that particular collection. The pattern

apparent with regard to special collections discussed above

reappears in Table 4F.7: organization users and individual

respondents appear to differ somewhat in their evaluation of

SDHE. First, organizations tend to have a lower no-use

percentage. This, of course, must be reflected in subsequent

judgments in proportions of respondents who check a particular

rating. leF,$
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With respect to respondents who checked a rating

lower than "2", individual users and organizations seem to

react similarly. If one examines evaluation by people who

actually use SDHE, the picture becomes slightly different.

Individuals in this group checked "3" and below ratings half

of the time while organizations checked "3" or below about two

out of three times. Again, it appears that these specialized

documents are of relatively little use to organizations as

compared with usage by individuals.

Among the special collections, the Manpower Research

Inventory was used relatively lightly. Overall, some 45.7%

of the respondents had never used it, (Table 4F.1); this

does not include a non-response rate of 29.4%. This high

rate of non-users is also typical for most occupational groups,

with only consultants (44%), librarians (40%), and administrators

(36%) categories, reporting use of 1-5 times or more per year.

The relative high percentage for consultants can perhaps be

explained as a sampling variation due to an extremely small

cell size.

Table 4F.8 reflects a tendency among this collection's

users to use them rather infrequently. Though the evidence is

not conclusive, the data in this table suggest a rather special-

izd group of users across occupations. In this context it

is worth noting the differences revealed by the research ar

publication variables. Those who had not published used the

indexes much less frequently than those who had. However, the

same cannot be said with regard to researchers and non-research-

ez.s. One is tempted to speculate that the characteristics of
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the user group are, at least, only partly reflected in the

absence of th.: usual overlap between ratings of researchers

and published authors and between their counterparts. It is

also worth noting in this respect that, of those responding

to the question relevant to the frequency with which the

Manpower Research Inventory is used, those who have published

constitute a much smaller proportion than is generally true of

those using the documents discussed on preceding pages. This

find again points to a very special group of users.

The above statistics came from individual respondents.

Clearly these respondents are less favorable than organization

respondents. The question then arises whether professional

groups differ with respect to their evaluation of the Manpower.

Research Inventory. The rather special nature of the document

would make such a question logical.

If only groups with a large number of respondents are

considered (Over 30) and adjust for the varying proportions of

people who never used the Index, the following conclusion seems

warranted. There is a remarkable consistency among those in

the "administration," "teaching," "R & D," and "graduate" cate-

gories. Roughly two' out of five people in these groups who

actually used the Inventory gave it a 1 or 2 rating. Only the

library category is out of step. Of the professionals in this

group only one out of five rated the Inventory this high.

Another special collection, the Office of Education

Research Reports, is used relatively frequently by contrast with
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such documc-nts as, say, the Manpower Inventory and the Selected

Documents in Higher Education (Table 4F.1). About 35% of the

respondents use the Reports, and they are concentrated over the

first frequency categories (17%). The heaviest user categories

include R & D (61%), library (55%), consulting (50%), teachers

(49%), and administration (48%), based on use of 1-5 times

per year or more (Table 4F.10). One distinctly interesting

finding is that patterns of usage are linked with the "research"

and "publication" variables. Researchers used the Reports

more often than did non-researchers (6 out of 10 versus 4 out

of 10). An almost identical difference exists between those

who had published and those who had not.

In terms of tr nds among professional groups it is

necessary to limit'conclusions to the five first listed groups

in Table 4F.10, exclusive of "Pupil Personnel Service" (small

cell sizes in this and other excluded groups makes this caution

necessary). Administrators and teachers tend to use the

Research Reports less frequently than those in R & D and in

libraries. The difference with the latter group is comparably

small, however. This finding was to be expected; the data in

Table 4F.10. merely illustrates that the Research Reports reach

primarily their intended user population: r, & D professionals,

and "researchers" as opposed to "non-researchers."

Table 4F.11 illustrates what was already obvious in tl-e

preceding tables: respondents m .1, not always be consistent from

question to question in their replies. Only thus can we explain

such discrepancies as are noticeable in the responses of admin-

istrators to the frequency question. According to Table 4F.10,
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52% had never used the Research Reports. The information in

that table was derived from responses to question 38 of the

Individual User Questionnaire. According to Table 4F.11,

however, (based on question 40 of the same questionnaire),

only 31.4% have never used the Research Reprrts. So far, it has

been the policy to interpret frequency of usage data largely

in terms of the less ambiguous freq.aency of use questions (i.e.,

questions referring to the classes of usage: never, 1-5, 6+).

It must be understood, however, that such information must

always be interpreted with great cautioi), particularly if

discrepancies between two related tables exist.

Table 4F.11 seems to indicate that researchers are more

satisfied (1 and 2 ratings) with the Reports than non-researchers.

This conclusion, however, is barely warranted if One excludes

actual non-users in both groups from consideration. The same

is trre for the apparent difference between those who published

and those who did not. Of the respondents in either group who

actually used the Research Reports, only half gave them a top

rating (1 or 2).

Percentages of respondents in various professional

groups who gave particular ratings can be read directly from

Table 4F.11. It is worth noting, however, that of people in

these groups who actually used the reports, "administrators"

gave few high (1 or 2) ratings. About thre of every ten

administrators rated the reports high versus roughly six out

of ten respondents in teaching, R & D, and library, and five of

ten respondents in the graduate group.
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TABLE 4F.2

FREQUENCY OF usr OF PACESETTERS IN INNOVATION
DURING 1970

occupation
Naver 1-5 times/vr. 6+ times/yr. _La_

Administration 51.2% 30.2% 18.6% 100% (43.

Teaching 54.8 22.5 12.7 100% (71'

Pupil Pers. Serv. ---- ---- ---- ---- (2

R & D 48.5 27.3 24.2 100% (33

Library 42.2 31.1 26.7 100% (45

Consulting 45.5 45.5 9.1 100% (11

UnderfRaduate 78.6 0.0 21.4 100% (14

Graduate 55.1 15.9 29.0 100%(107

Other 50.0 27.8 22.2 100% (18

Overall 54.4 23.3 22.4 100%(344

Conducted ResearCh

Yes 47.8 25.5 26.8 100%(157

No 56.0 22.6 21.4 100%(168

Publishe4

Yes 47.4 25.8 26.8 100% (97

No 56.0 23.0 21.0 100%(243

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
* Where N<C52 calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4P.3

EVALUATION OF PACESETTERS IN INNOVATION

Occuuation

Very Useful
2 3 4

No Use Never Used (N)

1 5 6

Administration 13.9% 16.7% 22.2% 5.6% 0.0% 41.7% 100% (36)

Teaching 8.6 10.0 7.1 4.3 10.0 60.0 100% (70)

PupilPers. Serv. ---- -_-- ---- ---- ---- (3) *---- ----

R & D 16.,7 5.6 11.1 2.8 5.6 58.3 100% (36)

Library 10.2 12.2 18.4 16.3 4.1 38.8 100% (49)

Consulting 22.2 11.1 22.2 11.1 0.0 33.3 100% (9)

Undergraduate 6.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 81.3 100% (16)

Graduate 3.7 5.6 12.0 2.8 0.9 75.0 100%(108)

Other 6.3 12.5 31.3 6.3 0.0 43.8 100% (16)

Overall 9.0 8.7 '13.4 5.5 4..1 59.2 1001)(343)3"

Conducted Research

Yes 10.5 7.8 16.3 6.5 3.3 55.6 100%(153)

No 7.6 8.8 13.5 5.8 4.1 60.2 100%(171)*i

Published

Yes 5.5 11.0 16.5 8.8 5.5 52.7 100% (91)

No 11.1 7.5 13.1 5.2 3.2 59.9 100%(252)*i

.52rganizations 13.3 13.3 23.9 22.9 1.6 25.0 1o0g(18e)

Saurce: Individual U3ar and Organization Questionnaires
* Where N<5, calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because number of respondents differed.
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TABLE 4F.4

FREQUENCY OF USE OF CATALOG
OF SMECTED DOCUM3NTS ON THE DISADVANTAGED

WRING 1970

OcculDation
Never 1-5 times/Yr. 6+ times/vr. (N)

Administration 53.7% 22.0% 24.4% 100% (41)

Teaching 60.0 24.3 15.7 100% (70)

Pupil Pers. Serv. 7/0111.. ---- ---- ---- (2)*

R & D 44.4 333 22.2 100% (36)

Library 40.0 26.7 33.3 10C% (45)

Consulting 55.6 0.0 44.4 100% (9)

Undergraduate 64.3 14.3 21.4 100% (14)

Graduate 59.0 12.4 28.6 100%(105)

Other 70.6 23.5 5.9 100% (17)

Overall 54.6 20.6 24.5 100%(339)"

Conducted Research

Yes 53.3 20.4 26.3 100%(152)

No 53.3 20.7 26.0 100%(169)"

Published

Yes 48.4 24.2 27.4 1005 (95)

No 57.5 19.2 23.3 100%(240)*I

Source: Individunl User Questionnaire
* Where N.(75, calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4F.5

EVALUATION OF
CATALOG OF SELECTED DOCUMENTS ON THE DISADVANTAGED

In Percentages

Otcupation

WIN Useful
4

NO Use Never Used
1 2 5 6 (N)

Administration 11.4% 17.1% 20.0% 11.4% 0.0% 40.0% 100% (35)

Teaching 13.4 8.7 10.1 4.3 5.8 58.0 100% (69)

PUpil Pers. Serv. ...-- (3)*

It & D 10.3 5.1 20.5 17.9 2.6 43.6 100% (39)

Library 13.7 17.6 11.8 15.7 3.9 37.3 100% (51)

Consulting 50.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 100% (10)

Undergraduate 18.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 68.8 100% (16)

Graduate 5.4 5.4 8.0 4.5 3.6 73.2 100%(112)

Other 7.7 0.0 23.1 15.4 0.0 53.8 100% (13)

Overall 11.5 8.6 12.1 8.3 3.7 55.7

Conducted Research

Yes 9.3 6.6 17.2 9.9 2.6 54.3 100%(151)

No 12.3 10.1 8.4 7.8 4.5 57.0 100%(179)**

Published

Yes 13.0 8.0 20.0 12.0 3.0 44.0 100%(100)

No 10.7 9.8 9.0 6.6 3.7 60.2 100%(244)**

Organizations
9.1 13.9 283 19.8 1.6 27.3 100%(187)

Saurce: Individual User and Organization Questionnaires
* 4here N45, calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because nuMber of respondents differed.
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TABLE 4F.6

L.M.Q_UENCYOF USE OF
SELECTED DOCUMENTS DI HIGIZR EDUCATION

)XTEE

22.0/211-1.22

Never 1.-3.-. 6+ times

Administration 64.1% 23.1% 12.8%

Teaching 62.9 15.7 21.4

Pupil Pers. Serv. ---- ----

R & D 61.1 16.7 22.2

Library 51.1 20.0 28.9

Consulting 55.6 22.2 22.2

Uhdergraduate 66.7 13.3 20.0

Graduate 59.4 11.3 29.2

Other 68.8 12.5 18.7

Overall 60.1 16.0 24.0

Conducted_Research

Yes 56.0 18.7 25.3

No 58.8 15.3 25.9

Nblishe4

Yes 49.5 23.7 26.9

No 63.7 13.3 22.9

Source: Individual User Queetionnaire
* Where N.e....01 calculations have been omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differ.

1 8F.-

. (N

100% (39)

100% (70)

---- (2) *

100% (36)

l00% (45)

100% (9)

100% (15)

100%(106)

100% (16)

100%(338)**

100%(150)

100%(170)**

100% (93)

100%(240)



TABLE 4F.7

EVALUATION OF
SELE TED DOCUMENTS IN RIMER mumarrau

Verv Useful No Use Never Used (N)

1 5 6

Occupation

Admintstration 8.8% 11.8% 14.7% 20.6% 5.9% 38.2% 100%

Teaching 4.4 13.2 5.9 5.9 10 60.3 100%

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- --

R & D 8.6 11.4 8.6 2.9 5.7 62.9 100% (35)

Library 8.9 17.8 8.9 13.3 6.7 44.4 100% (45)

Consulting 30.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 0.0 30.0 100% (10)

Undergraduate 12 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 75.0 106% (16)

Graduate 6.5 3.7 9.3 2.8 2.8 75.0 109% I%)

Other 8.2 8.3 0.0 040 0.-0 83.3 100% (12)

Overall 8.2 9.7 8.5 6.6 5.7 61.8 100%(330)

Conducted 13§142=la

Yes 9.5 10.9 8.8 7.5 4.1 59.2 100%(147)

No 7.6 8.8 8.2 6.5 7.1 61.8 100%(170)

Published

Yes 10.4 12.5 10.4 6.3 5.2 55.2 100% (96)

No 8.1 9.0 8.1 6.4 5.6 62.8 100%(234)

Organizations 7.1 9.3 16.4 19.7 3.3 44.3 100%(183)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
* Vhere N45, calculations mere omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.

1:99



TABLE 4F.8

EAMMCILY_QILME22:
MANPOWFR RESEARCH INVEUTORY

121M1.1222

Occupation

1-5 timestyr. 6-i_tIstEZzr.

Administration 64.3% 21.4% 14.3% 100% (42)

Teaching 73.1 11.9 14.9 100% (67)

Pupil Pers. Sexy. me. ags gw. -- (2)*

R & Di 67.6 12-8 20.6 100% (34)

Library 60.0 20.0 20 0 100% (45)

Consulting 55.6 22.2 22.2 100% (9)

1dergraduat 733 6.7 20.0 100% (15)

Graduate 60.0 13.3 26.7 100%(105)

Other 80.0 6.7 13.3 100% (15)

Overall 65.0 14.7 20.4 100%(334)"

Had Research

Yes 60.4 17.4 22.1 100%(149)

No 65.1 13.6 21.3 100%(169)**

Published

Yes 53.2 19 1 27.7 100% (94)

No 69.2 13.1 17.7 100% (237)**

Source: individual User Questionnaire
* Where 1(5,. calculations have been omitted
** Totals differ because response rates differ.
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TABLE 4F.9

EVALUATION OF
MANPOWER RESEARCH INVENTORY

3 4
No Use Never Used

Occupation

1 2 5

Admin,istraV,on 3.0% 18.2% 1241% 9.1% 9.1% 48.5% 100 33)

Teaching 4.5 6.1 6.1 4.5 3.0 75.8 100% (66)

Pupil Pers. Serv.

R & D 5.7 14.3 11.3 14.3 0.0 54.3 100% (35)

Library 6.7 4.4 17.6 20.0 2.2 48.9 100% (45)

Consulting 22.2 11.1 11.1 11.1 0.0 44.4 100% (9)

Undergraduate 0.0 6.3 6.3 6.3 643 75.0 100% (16)

Graduate 2.8 8.5 6.6 11.9 2.8 77.4 100%(106)

Other 0.0 18.5 18.2 0.0 0.0 63.6 100% (11)

Overall1 4.6 9.3 9.6 7.4 3.1 66.0 100%(324)**

Conducted Research

Yes 6.3 13.2 9.7 9.0 2.1 59.7 100%(144)

No 3.6 7.9 8.5 6.7 3.6 69.7 100%(165)**

Publi hed

Yes 403 9.8 10.9 12.0 1.1 62.0 100% (92)

No 4.3 10.0 8.3 6.1 3.9 67.4 100%(230)**

Oroaniz4tions 5.4 8.2 19.1 21.2 2.2 44.0 100%(184)

Source! Trdividual User Questionnaire.
* Where N45, calculations have beet omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.



TABLE 4F.10

FREQUENCY OF USE OF
OE RESEAROU REPORTS

DURING 1970

Occupation

Never 1-5 timesh-r. (N)

Administration 52.3% 18.2% 29.5% 100% (44)

Teaching 51.4 28.4 20.3 100% (74)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- -- (2)*

R D 38.9 30.6 30.6 100% (36)

Library 44.7 29.8 25.5 100% (47)

Consulting 50.0 20.0 30.0 100% (10)

Undergraduate 64.3 14.3 21.4 l00% (14)

Graduate 59.2 19.4 21.4 100%(103)

Other 58.8 11.8 29.4 100% (17)

Overall 52.2 23.3 24.5 100%(347)

0A1MLLti.29,1=2:11.

Yes 41.5 28.3 30.2 100%(159)

No 5.8 20.0 21.2 100%(170)**

Published

Yes 58.4 30.3 31.3 100% (99)

No 57.0 21.3 21.7 100%(244)**

Source: Individual User Queetionnaire.
* Where N.C5, calcUlations have beenomitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.
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TABLE 4F.11

EVALUATION OF
OE RESEARCH REPORTS

YET.TLIME2f111
1

gggERIIIPPA

Administration 14.3%

Teachtrig 15.3

2

8 6%

1645

3

31.4%

13.9

4

8.6%

0.0

Nb Use almr_maftcl (N)
6

31.4% 100% (35)

50.0 100% (72)

5

5.7%

4.2

Ptpil Pers. Serv. (3)

R & D 8.1 27.0 10.8 5.4 2.7 45.9 100% (37)

Library 9.3 20.9 9.3 9.3 2.3 48.8 100% (43)

Consulting 30.0 20.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 30.0 100% (10)

Undergraduate 6.3 6.3 6.3 0.0 6.3 75.0 100% (16)

Graduate 5.8 7.7 9.6 3.8 0.0 73.1 100%(104)

Other 7.7 15.4 7.7 0.0 0.0 69.2 100% (13)

Overall 10.5 14 1 12.3 4.5 2.4 56.2 100%(333)**

Condwted Researc

Yes 13.4 22.8 12.8 4.0 0.7 46.3 100%(149)

No 8.3 9.5 11.9 4.8 3 0 62.5 100%(168)**

PubIisbed

Yes 13.7 21.1 13.9 6.3 2.1 43.2 100% (95)

No 9.4 . 11.5 12.0 3.8 2.6 60.7 100%(234)**

Org-anizations 10.8 19.4 18.3 16.1 1.6 33.9 100(186)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
* Where W5, calculations were omitted.
** Totals differ because response rates differed.



TABLE 4F.22

FRNQUENCY OFTURCHASE
OF ERIC SPECIAL DOCUMENT COMECT ONS

latalaltkan

Number of Set,. Sold

1968 19791

Manpower Research Inventory
FY 1966-67 0E12036 125 2,200

FY 1968 0E12036-68 817

FY 1969 0E12036-69 464

Selected Documents on the
Disadvantaged 188 6,269

Pacesetters in Innovation
FY 1966.68 430
FY 1966-69 1,281

OE Research Reports 1956..65
0E12028 181 2,878

Higher Education Documen

Source: EDRS Sales Records
* Not available for sale
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Section G

SOME COMPARISONS OF INDEXING JOURNALS IN EDUCATION

This phase of the survey was to study the availability,

;e, and usefulness of ERIC users of Research in Education (RIE)

id Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE)in comparison with

Lve other abstracting and indexing Publications relating to

lucation. Descriptive data were collected and analyzed from

?spondents of the four principal ERIC user groups querried by the

irvey, i.e., individual users, RIE subscribers, CIJE subscribers,

ld subscribers to representative professional educational journals.

7or further information on data gathering instruments, see Chapter

-1 of this report.) The fact that only users or potential users

! ERIC products and services were sampled should be taken into

7count in interpretation of data presented and particularly with

gard to comparisons between ERIC and non-ERIC publications among

le seven indexing journals studied.

All of the indexing journals studied cover the published

riodical literature with the exception of Research in Education,

lich covers the report literature, and Dissertation Abstracts.

=rent Index to Journals in Education, Education Index, and Research

Education were examined more closely for purposes of this comparative

:udy, since the other secondary publications have either a more

Lmited scope or their widest coverage is outside education. Research

Education (newly published in 1966) and Current Index to Journals

1 Education (newly published in 1969) are the principal

20S
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ERIC announcement publications prepared or supported by the Office

of Education.

The following aspects of availability, use and usefulness

of the abstracting and indexing services were studied:

1. Availability

2. Choice of index journals when more than one is available

3. Frequency of use

4. Comparative Usefulness of CIJE

5. Ways in which used

Scope of Indexing Journals

The following abstracting and indexing journals concerned

directly and peripherally with the published and report literature

relating to education were selected for comparative study:

Child Development Abstracts & Eitikan (quarterly)

covers 133 international periodicals and has exchange agreements

with 10 other abstract journals.

Current Index to Journals in Education (monthly) covers

more than 500 major eduCational and education-related publications

and includes a main entry section with annotations.

Dissertation Abstracts (monthly) compiles abstracts of

doctoral dissertations from 290 institutions in the U.S. and Canada

and has agreements with European Universities.

Education Index (monthly) gives citations for 240 educa-

tional periodicals. It is concerned exclusively with education, but

not restricted to specific areas within the field.

20 ;
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Educational Administration Abstracts (tri-annual) is

the most limited of the indexes, covering 86 journals cone rned

with school administration.

Psychological Abstracts (monthly) covers 493 periodicals

in diverse fields and is aimed at psychologists, researchers, doc-

tors, and those in related fields.

Research in Education (monthly) is an abstract journal_
reporting recently completed research reports, descriptions of out-

standing programs, and other documents of educational significance.

Availability

Respondents among individual subscribers to professional

educational journals revealed that all three of the principal

indexing journals studied, i.e., CIJE, Education Index, and RIE,

were available to 50% of their number. This proportion lowers to

overall 28% availability if non-respondents are taken into account.

(See Tables 4G.1-3.)

Respondents were asked to indicate availability of each

journal separately; the journals in pairs; and all three. Overall

thirty-nine percent of the respondents to the question on convenient

availability of the three journals, separately or in combination,

chose to ignore this question, which fact can reasonably be inter-

preted as indicating non-use of any one of the three index journals.

Seventeen percent of respondents reported having only one

educational indexing journal available. Among these persons Edu-

cation Index was the journal most available (13%) among the three

studied; RIE followed with 10% availability and CM; with 5%.

(These figures become 8%, 7%, and 3% respectively when non-
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respondents are considered. (Table 4G.3) when respondents were

asked to indicate availability of the journals in pairs, Education

Index and RIE were more often available to respondents (14%) as

against CIJE and Education Index with 9% availability. CIJE and

RIE followed with only 2% indicating separate availability of this

combination.

(This data for the journals separately and in pairs

should not be considered apart from the data discuTsed below re-

porting availability of all three indexing journals, which prob-

ably reflects the condition of most libraries and information cen-

ters with full ERIC collections.)

Availability of all three index journals by respondent's

occupational category is shown in Table 4G.3. Availability of all

three index journals is in excess of 40% among all occupational

categories with an overall indicated availability of 49% as

indicated earlier. Availability was highest among undergraduate and

graduate students, teachers, librarians and consultants in that

order. It is noted that Education Index and Research in Education

were considered equally available by R & D people. Education Index

ranks highest in availability among teachers and administrators.

CIJE is correspondingly low in all categories except undergraduate

students where it outranks the other two journals (but on a small

sample size).

Choice of Index Jour als When More Than One is Available

When more than one indexing journal was available to

respondent subscribers to professional journals, Education Index

was used more frequently (23%) than RIE (21%) or CIJE (6%).

2112
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This general question, however, registered a 51% non-response rate

indicating possible unfamiliarity with one or more of the journals.

(See Tables 4G. 4-5) By occupation, respondents indicated that one-

half of teachers prefer Education Index as against 39% for RIE and

11% for CILTE (Table 4G.6). Among administrators, Education Index

and RIE are equally preferred with CIJE registering about one-half

of that level of use. Among librarians, consultants, and graduate

students, Research in Education outperforms Education Index sub-

stantially with CIJE ranking first in use only with undergraduate

students (This later data should be viewed with caution because of

the small sample).

requency of Use

In a related effort to determine the rate of use of the

Journals studied, another questionnaire solicited similar responses

rom individual users of ERIC products and services (see Table 4G.7).

.RIE ranked first among these respondents with 72% recording some use

f RIE. Education Index was next most used by 68% and CIJE followed

with 54% of respondents indicating use of this journal. The other

rour indexing and abstracting journals studied had a level of use

Dissertation Abstracts (50%), Psxchplogicl AbstractsL
'in this order:

(38%), Educational Administration Abstracts (18%), and Child Develqp-

hlent Abstracts and Biblioqraphy (18%).

!Comparative Usefulness of CIJE

Individual users were also asked, "How do you think CIJE compares

in usefulness with other such indexes you have used?" (This question was

212
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not asked of users of RIE because no other indexing journal covers__
reports and other non-periodical literature.) Approximately one-

third of the respondents to the individual user questionnaire found

CIJE "equally useful"; almost one-fourth found it "more useful" and

only 5% found it "less useful" when compared to other index journals

(see Table 4G.8). Here again, however, the non-response rate was

high (43%), corresponding roughly to the non-response rate among

individual subscribers to professional educational journals. If

only respondents to the question were considered, and presumably

these included actual users of CIJE, 53% of users found it "equally

useful as compared to other index journals. In a breakdown by

respondent's degree level, one-half of individual respondents

with bachelors, masters, and doctoral degrees found CIJE "equally

useful," about 40% regarded 't as "more useful,' and less than 10%

voted "less useful."

Ways in Which Indexing Journals were During

Data on this important question was obtained both from

respondents to the individual user questionnaire and respondent

subscribers tO Research in Education. It is revealing that sub-

scribers to RIE, 95% of whom are institutional, differed markedly

from individual users of ERIC products and services in their views

as to how RIE wan used. For example two-thirds of the individual

users overall indicated that RIE was used primarily to search

past issues or volumes to locate specific information. Less than

one-fifth of the individual users reported that they read or scan

each issue of RIE for current awareness. Less than 10% reported

using RIE for both purposes.
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On the oth r hand, institutional subscribers to RIE

reported use of the journal only 40% of the time to search past

issues to locate Specific information. At the same time, approx-

imately one-fourth of the respondents reported using RIB to read

or scan for current awareness. A_slightly higher percentage of

subscribers reported using 7.1,XE for both purpose8.

Ways in which each indexing journal was used during the

past year by the respondent's occupation are reported in Tables

4G.10-14, and in Tables 4D.7 (R1E) and 4E.5 (CIJE). Highlights

of use for each journal are noted as follows:

Child Development Abstracts and Bibliography. was reported

used by the smallest number of respondents (214 out of 494). Almost

two-thirds of those responding reported never using this journal.

The largest percentage of use (46%) was by librarians in searching

past issues or volumes to locate specific information.

Dissertation Abstracts. Approximately two-thirds of

all users indicated that this journal was used primarily to search

for specific information. Only 22% of respondents indicated that

they had never used this journal. It should be noted also that

respondents who had not conducted research reported greater use

than researchers of Dissertation Abstracts, with indications of
_

uniformly heavy use by librarians, teachers, administrators and

.graduate stwients.

Current Index to Journals in. Education. Almost two-

thirds of individual respondents reported use of CIJE primarily tà

search past issues to locate specific 'information. Only 14% read

or scan each issue for current awareness, and a bare 6% use CIJE
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for both purposes. CIJE was reported used by librarians and

graduate students primarily for searching for information. Teachers

also reported a high percentage use (60%) for this purpose. (See

Table 4E.5)

Education Index. Of.all the journals examined, Education

Index recorded the highest percentage of users indicating primary

use for search past issues to locate specific information (70% as

against 67% for RIE and 62% for CIJE). Respondents indicated a

low 10% "never used" as compared to 8% for RIE and 18% for CIJE.

In the categories of graduate students, research and development

personnel, librarians, and administrators, more than two-thirds of

use was directed to searching past issues to locate s ecific

information.

Education Administration Abstracts. Almost two-thirds of

a low number of respondents (217 out of 494) reported "never used"

for this journal. Non-use was especially high among teachers and

students. School administrators indicated greater use of this index-

ing.journal than other occupational categories, but even here, 43%

reported "never used." ApproXimately one-third of school administra-

tors and librarians responding indicated preference for use of this

journal in searching to locate specific information. One-fifth of

school administrators responding reported that they read or scan

each issue for current awareness.

Psychological Abstracts, Data from the in ividual user

questionnaire indicated there is widespread use of Psychological

Abstracts among ERIC users. Outside the three principal journals

studied, Pszcholoqical-Abstracts ranked next to.Dissertation

Abstracts in recording a low percentage of non-use compared to the

0,1
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other five indexing journals. Overall, 53% of respondents indicate

primary use of Psypholo.ical Abstracts for the purpose of retro-

spective searching. Only 11% reported using this journal for

current awareness. Librarians and teachers reported the heaviest

use of Psychological Abstracts, each catego y showing approximately

80% use. Of those searching past issues to locate specific informa-

tion, teachers ranked highest with librarians and graduate students

next in order. 'Again, with respect to use in research, respondents

indicated wider use among non-researchers than those active in re-

search.

Research in Education. As indicated above, R1E had the

lowest percentage of respondents reporting "never used." e Table

4D.7) R1E also had the distinction of being used most often among

all the indexing journals studied for reading or scanning each issue

for current awareness. Only Education Index surpassed RIE for use

in searching past issueS to locate specific information (69% as

compared to 67%). Graduate students, teachers, and librarians all

reported frequent use of RIE for this latter purpose. Almost one-

fourth of respondents who reported conducting research indicated

that they read or scan R1E for Current awareness. On the other hand,

non-researchers OUtnUmbered researchers among those who search past

issues to locate specific information, confirming thelleavy use of

RIE by students, teachers, and librarians as reported above.



TABLE 4C.1

INDEX JOURNALS AVAILABLE TO JOURNAL COLUMN READERS*

Journals Percent Number

Current Index to Journals in Education (CIJE) 2,9 29

Education Index 7.8 78

Research in Education (RIE) 6.5 66
_

CIJE and Education Index 5.1 e2

CIJE and RIE 1,2 12

Education Index and RIE 8.5 86

CIJE, RIE, and Education Index 28.1 294

No Response 38.9 394

100.0 1011

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire
*Respondents were asked to indicate availability of each journal
separately; the journals in pairs; and all three. Availability totals
are therefore not cOmulative.
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TABLE 4G.4

JOURNAL INDEX USED MOST FRE UENTLY
BY JOURNAL COLUMN READERS

CIJE Education Index RIE No Response

22.3% 20.3% 51.0%

(64) (225) (206) (516)

Source: FrOfessional Journal Questionnaire

100.0%

(1011)



TABLE 4G-5

CHOICE.OF INDFIX JOURNALS WHEN MORE_TRAff ONE IS AVAITABLE
TO SUBSCRIBERS OF PROFESSIONAL JOURNALS

Professional
Journals

Audio-Visual

Uurrent index
to Journals Education Research in No
1-n_Eduoation Index Eduoation_ Resvonse

5.6% (6) 25.0% (27) 22.2% (24) 46.2% (51) 1 (108)

EXceptional 6.4 (21) 17.1 (56) 17.7 (58) 58.8 (193) 100% (328)
Children

Fbreign Language 8.8 (14) 14.5 23) 17.0 59.7 (95) 100% (159)
Annals

Journal of 7.8 (9) 39.7 (46) 30.2 (35) 22.3 (26) 100% (116
Teacher Education

Reading Teacher

Overall

4-7 (14) 24.

. 3 ( 64)

(73) 20.7 (62) 50.3 (151) 100% (300

22. 225) 20.3 (206) 51.0 (516) 100% (1011

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire



TABLE 44G

CHO CE OF INDEX JOURNAL

OF THOSE WO HAVE MORE THAN ONE AVAILABLE

BY OCCUPATION

OIJE Education Index RIE
Occupation

Administration 21.0 39.0 40.0 100%(100)

Teaching 11.3 49.5 39.2 100%(212)

Pupil Pers. Serv. -- -- 100% (1)

R & D 14.3 28.6 57.1 100% (7)

Library 0.0 35.7 64.3 100% (14)

Consulting 3.6 42.9 53.9 100% (28)

Undergraduate 50.0 50.0 0.0 100% (6)'

Graduate 7.1 42.9 50.0 100% (14)

Other 0.0 25.0 75.0 100% (4)

Overall 13.5 44.8 41.7 100%(386)

Source: Professional Journal Questionnaire

*Non-response rate not calculated.



TABLE 4G.7

RATE OF USE OF RIE AND CIJE BY ERIC USERS IN CCWABISON
OTHER SECONDARY ANNOUNCEMENT BULLETINS

N=494

Index
Journals Percent

RIE 71.9 355

CIJE 544 268

Education Index 67.8 325

Dissertation Abstracts 49.8 242

Psychological Abstracts 38.2 199

Educational Administration
Abstracts

Child Development Abstracts & 17.6
Bibliography

Others 7.4

.18.0 89

urce: Individual User Questionnaire
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TABLE 4G.8

USEFULNESS OF CIJE COMPARED TO OTHER INDEXES

Percent Number

Less useful 4.7 23

Equally useful 30.4 150

More useful 22.1 109

No Response 42.8 212

100.0 494

Source: Individual User Questionnaire



TABLE 40.9

BY RESPONDENT S DEGREE LEVEL

Less Equally More
Degree Level Useful Useful Useful _LEL_
Hi& School 28.6% 28.6% 42.9% 100% (7)

Idploma

Bachelor's 5.8 50.0 44.2 100% (86)

Master's 9.1 53.8 37.1 100% (143)

Specialist's (2)

Doctorate 4.0 52.0 44.0 100% (25)

Other 4..eemroals (4 ) *Med!iimmerm

Overall 8.2 52.1 39.7 100% (267)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

* Where Nc5, calculations have been omitted.



TABLE 40.10

WAYS IN WHICH CHILD DEVELOPMENT ABSTRACTS AND-BIBLIOGRAPHY
WAS USED DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT'S 111=UPATION

Search past issues
Read or scan or volumes to
each issue for locate specific
current_awareneas information

Never
Z2it Used

Occupati,pn

Administration
or Supervision 15.4 34.6 3.8 46.2 100% (2(

Teaching 3-5.2 23.9 4.3 56.5 100% (4(

Pupil Personnel
Services

(2
=11!

Research and
Development
Center 4.0 20.0 0.0 76.0 100% (25

Library or
Instructional
Resources 6.1 45.5 12.1 36.4 100% (33

Consulting (4

Undergraduate 12.5 12.5 0.0 75.0 100% (8

Graduate 4.7 15.6 0.0 79.7 100% 64

Other 14 3 28, 0.0 57.1 100% (7

Over 11

gaDaMICLIWMV2Sh

908 24.8 3.3 62.1 100% 214

Yes 9.1 20.0 3.6 67.3 100%(110:

No 12.2 30.9 2.2 55.6 100% (90,

Published

Yes 7.1 23,8 3 60.9 100% (56:

No. 11.9 23.8 3.3 60.9 100%(151:

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
* Where N-.<5 calculations, have been omitted.



TABLE 4G.11

WAYS IN WHICH DISSERTATION ABSTRACTS WAS USED
DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATION

Search past issues
Read or scan or volumes to
each issue for locate specific
current awareness information Both

Occupation

Administration
or Supervision 17.6 61.8 8.8

Teaching 14.7 61.8 7.4

Pupil Personnel
Services - -

Research and
Development
Center 11.1 66.7 0.0

Library or
Instructional
Resources 7.5 67.5 10.0

Consulting 16.7 66.7 0.0

Undergraduate 11.1 33.3 0.0

Graduate 7.3 61.5 3.1

Other 0.0 60.0 10.0

Overall 10.6 61.8 5.6

Conducted_Re r h

Yes 7.6 58.3 4.9

No 13.3 66.7 6.7

Published

Yes 14.9 64.4 6.9

8.4 61.9 4.0

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
* here N.<:59 calculations have been omitted.

227,

Never
Used _(N)

11.8 100% (34)

16.2 100% (68)

- (2)*

22.2 100% (36)

15.0 100% (40)

16.7 100% (6)

55.6 100% (9)

38.1 100% (96)

30.0 100% (10)

21.9 100%(301)

29 2 100%144)

13 3 100%(135)

13.8 100% (87)

25.7 100%(202)



Administration
or Supervision

Teadhing

Pupil Personnel
Servicee

Research and
Development
Center

Library or
Instructional
Resources

Conaulting

Undergraduate

Graduate

Other

Overall

aziguidast.iliii
Yea

No

=land
Yea

No

TABLE 4G.12

WAYS IN WHICH EDUCATION INDEX WAS USED
DURING 1970.BY RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATION

Read or scan
eadh isms for
current awareness

20.5

22.8

Immiamm.

Search past issues
or volumes to
locate specific
information

66.7

62.0

.13.2 73.7

12.0 72.0

25.0 62.5

0.0 44.4

9.5 76.2

0.0 81.8

14.3 -6907

11.7 67.8

204 69.7

20.2 66.3

13.7 71.4

Source: Individual User Questionnaire.
* Where Nr 50 Calculations have been omitted.

5.1

8.9

0
0.0

14.0

0.0

11.1

2.9

9.1

6.4

0.2

4.6

5.6

6.0

Never
Used (10

7.7 100% (39)

6.3 lag (79)

(4)

13.2 100% (38)

2.0 100% (50)

12.5 100% (8)

44.4 100% (9)

11.4 100%(105)

9.1 100% (11)

9.6 100%(343)

12.3 100%(171)

5.3 100%(152)

7.9 100% (89)

8.9 100%(248)
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TABLE 4G.13

WAYS IN WHICH EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION ABSTRACTS
'WAS USED DURING 1970 BY RESPONDENT'S OCCUPATION

Administration
or Supervision

Teaching

Pupil Personnel
Services

Research and
Development
Center

Search past issues
Read or scan or volumes to
each issue for locate specific Never
current awarepeas information Bpth Nsed (N)

20.0

10.2

4.0

Library or
Instructional
Resources 6.7

Consulting 40.0

Undergraduate 0.0

Graduate .4.7

Other 0.0

Overall 8.8

Conducted Research

Yes 4.7

Ne 13.9

Published

Ye

No

10.8

8.8

36.7 0.0 43.3 100% (30)

22.4 4.1 63.3 100% (49)

---- (1)*

32.0 4.0 60.0 100% (25)

36,7 6.7 50.0 100% 0

20.0 0.0 40.0 200% (5)

14.5 14.3 71.4 100% (7)

18.7 3.1 73.4 100% (64)

0.0 7-467 83.3 100% (6)

25.3 4.1 61.8 100%(217)

22.6 3.8 68.9 100%(106

26.7 5.0 54.5 100%(10

30.8 3.1 55.4 100% (65)

24,3 4.7 62.2 100%(148)

Source: Individual User Questionnaire
* Aerie N.<5, calculations haw been omitted.



Occupation

Administration
or Supervision

Teaching

Pupil Personnel
Services

Research and
Development
Center

TABLE 14.14

WAYS IN WHICH PSYCHOLOGICAL ABSTRACTS WAS-USED
DURING.1970 BY,RBSPONDENT'S OCCUPATION

Search past issues
Read or scan or volumes to
each issue for locate specific Never

Sall1281.15=2112,22 jaalWJWUNI------. 11= Useci=_

4.0

13.8

10.7

Library or
Instructional
Resources 15.4

Consulting

Undergraduate

Graduate

Other

Overall

20.0

27.3

8.5

0.0

11.1

Conducted _Re a ch

Yes 9.3

No 13.7

Published

Yes 12.7

No 11.0.

Source: Individual User Questionnaire

* Where N40, calculations have been omitted.

( N )

40.0

63.8

12.0

3.4

44.0

19.0

100% (25)

100% (58)

( ) *MflyIePO Mali*

46.4 0.0 42.9 100% (2

59.0 10.3 15.4 100%

60.0 0.0 20.0 100% (5)

27.3 0.0 45.5 100% (11)

50.0 1.2 40.2 100% (82)

55.6 0.0 44.4 100% (9)

52.5 4.2 32.2 100%(261)

47.3 3.9 39.5 100%(129)

59.0. 4.3 23.1 100%(117)

56.3 402 26.8 100% (71)

51.4 3.9 -33,7 100%(181)


